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Ir 1s unpERstoop that His Royal Highness Prince 
Leopold, who was made a Bencher of Lincoln's Inn in 
1877, will pay his inaugural visit to the Inn, and dine in 
Hall, on Wednesday next. 








The retirement of Mr. Justice Mellor has deprived 
the bench of a judge whose sound sense and great 
experience had inspired universal confidence. He was one 
who seldom in any degree allowed himself to forget 
what was due either to the dignity of his own position 
or to the self-respect of those who practised before him, 
or to the interests which had been entrusted to their 
hands, No one familiar with the public life of a judge 
—the numerous causes of irritation in the midst of 
which it is passed, and which seem almost necessary 
attendants on the administration of its duties—will 
think this slight praise. But in the cuse of Mr. Justice 


sound common sense, formed an effectual protection 
against these provocations. From the time of his first 
appointment his judgments have been marked by saga- 
city which was proof against the snares of oversubtle 
reasoning, and his great knowledge and experience have 
constantly been of the highest value to the court in 
which he sat. His successor, Mr. Charles Bowen, has 
earned a high reputation at the junior bar both for learn- 
ing and for ingenuity, and he would doubtless some time 
since have taken silk but for the post which he occupied 
under Government. None who have known him in prac- 
tice will entertain any doubt either of his efficiency or 
his fairness and courtesy ; and his peculiar experience in 
Crown matters eminently fits him for the post to which 
he has been appointed. 





Tue case of Edward Lawrence Levy, who, after having 
been struck off the roll of solicitors, had apparently been 
practising under cover of some arrangement with a 
solicitor, has drawn down on the Incorporated Law 
Society severe comments from some of -the gentlemen 
who discuss legal matters in the columns of the non- 
legal press. The public have been informed that 
‘** there exists an institution known as the Incorporated 
Law Society, which is imagined to act as a sort of 
supreme tribunal in such matters”; and it has been 
indignantly asked ‘‘ why the Incorporated Law Society 
never intervenes, or brings into use the large powers 
that vest in it, until it is more or less forced to do so, 
to avoid what would otherwise be a public scandal?” 
It is to be observed that no detailed information is given 
as to the nature and extent of these ‘‘ large powers that 
vest” in the “supreme tribunal,” the Incorporated Law 
Society. This omission is discreet but regrettable, for 
it would really be interesting to know what kind of 
notion the authors of the observations referred to enter- 
tain of the Society. From some of their suggestions we 
should surmise that they regard it as a kind of legal 
Inquisition, well provided with spies who penetrate 
into all solicitors’ offices in London and report to the 
** supreme tribunal” any case of the Levy type which 
they can discover. The ‘‘large powers” which the 
“supreme tribunal’? are blamed so vehemently for 
not exercising are probably supposed to include a power 
to drag offending ex-solicitors to Chancery-lane and 
there subject them to preliminary, intermediate, and 
final examinations until, in their anguish, they confess 
the truth. We need not tell our readers that the 
Council of the Incorporated Law Society are quite as 
anxious to avail themselves of any powers they possess 
to root out the abuses referred to as their mentors in 
the press can possibly desire. But no power yet 
conferred upon them, or ever likely to be conferred upon 
them, enables them to act without evidence; and it 
need hardly be pointed out that evidence in cases of 
the kind referred to is particularly difficult to come at. 
Unless solicitors who are struck off the roll are to starve 
they must be allowed to become clerks, and it is im- 
possible for the society to pry into the agreements 
between solicitors and their clerks. The Council can- 
not act upon surmise, and it is obvious that nothing could 
be more damaging or more likely to cause just com- 
plaint than futile and unproveable charges brought 
against solicitors by the Law Society. There is reason 
to believe, however, that cases of persons who have been 
struck off the roll practising, to all intents and purposes, 
as solicitors, under the guise of managing clerks, are too 
common, and we are inclined to think that sufficient 
publicity is not given to the fact of a sentence of suspen- 
sion or striking off the rolls having been pronounced 
on a@ solicitor, We would suggest that the names of 
all persons on whom such sentences have been passed 
during the year should be printed in the annual report 
of the Incorporated Law Society. And if legislative 
authority could be obtained for the addition, at the 
option of the judges who order solicitors to be struck off 
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their names in the London Gazette, the terrors of the 
sentence would be increased, and the public would be 
afforded a protection which they do not at present 
possess. 





We sHovLD GREATLY REGRET to spoil the pleasure 
anticipated by a large section of London society. in the 
performances at private houses of Mdlle. Sarah Bernhardt 
and her coadjutor, but in the interest of the distinguished 
actress it may be well to point out that, strange 
as it may seem, it is not free from doubt whether, 
by carrying out her project, she will not render 
herself liable to penalties. Section 11 of 6 & 7 
Vict. c. 68, provides “that every person who /or 
hire shall act ... any part in any stage play in any 
place not being a patent theatre, or duly licensed as a 
theatre, shall forfeit such sum as shall be awarded by the 
court in which, or the justices by whom, he shall be con- 
victed, not exceeding £10 for every day on which he shall 
so offend.” The effect of this section was said by Mr. 
Justice Blackburn, in Tarling v. Fredericks (21 W. R. 
785, 38 J. P. 197), to be to make it punishable “to 
act stage plays for hire anywhere where there is no 
licence.” And it is by no means clear that even 
actresses engaged at a certain sum to represent stage 
plays at evening parties will not be liable to 
the penalty. In Fredericks v. Payne (1 H. & C. at 
p. 590) Mr. Baron Bramwell speaks doubtfully on the 
point. After laying it down that section 11 applies to 
all places except those that are licensed, whether they 
be kept for the performance of stage plays or not, he 
said—‘‘ The only reason which is urged for introducing 
any words [to restrict the operation of the section] is 
that, if the 11th section applies to all persons who act 
for hire in any place that is not licensed, then if a 
private gentleman were to engage an actor to take part 
in a play at his own house, that actor would be liable. 
That result is, I think, attended with less inconvenience 
than would arise, as I have pointed out, from the pro- 
posed construction. But it is by no means certain that 
it would be so. The 16th section points out in what 
case an actor shall be deemed to be acting for hire, and 
would seem to show that the hire which the Act contem- 
plates as a necessary constituent of the offence must be 
a hire received from the spectators. On that point, how- 
ever,” the learned judge added, “it is unnecessary to 
express any opinion.” 





LAWYERS ARE BEGINNING to inquire with some anxiety 
what chance there is of the Criminal Code (Indictable 
Offences) Bill becoming law this session, and a rather 
prevalent opinion appears to be that the month of 
August will be fatal to it. We should be sorry to share 
this opinion. If there is any ground for such an appre- 
hension, all that is needed to prevent it from being 
realized is to abandon the ambitious project of putting 
the whole law on each of the subjects in one large 
Act, and to be content with the more humble plan 
of doing what everybody wants in one Bill, and what 
many people are disagreed about in another. The 
Criminal Code has nominally seven, but, practically, three 
parts—(1) the consolidating part; (2) the part which 
makes amendmente—such as in pleading—upon the de- 
sirability of which there is no difference of opinion; and 
(3) the part which makes amendments—such as in criminal 
appeal and examination of the prisoner—which many 
query in principle, and each would carry ont in a different 
fashion, The consolidating part may be accepted on the 
recommendation of the Royal Commission, and the merest 
glance at the list of statutes repealed will show how 
urgently it is required. Let, therefore, a Criminal Law 
Consolidation Act be passed in the present Session, and 
@ Criminal Law Amendment Act in the next, or a future 











—————> 
Ir WILL BE OBSERVED that in the Chancery Cause Ligt. 
certain causes assigned to Vice-Chancellor Malins are 
set down as to be heard by Lord Justice Baggallay, 
These causes are the remainder of those which were 
transferred to the learned Lord Justice some months 
at the commencement of the illness of the Vice-Chap. 
cellor, and it is understocd that the Lord Justice intends, 
if his other duties permit, to dispose of these causes 
during the present sittings. 








BUILDING SO AS TO MAKE YOUR !NEIGH. 
BOUR'S CHIMNEYS SMOKE. 


Tue recent case of Bryant v. Lefever (27 W. R. 612, L, 


R. 4C. P. D. 172), decides a point of some interest ang | 


importance, but one as to which we cannot think that 
there was much doubt. It seems to us that the clain 
made on behalf of the plaintiff was rather a daring 
experiment seeing that, though the circumstances 
out of which it arose must be of very frequent 
occurrence, such a claim is almost unprecedented, 
The plaintiff and the defendants were occupiers of 
adjoining houses. For more than twenty years the 
occupiers of the plaintiff's house had enjoyed the access 
of air to their chimneys. The defendants took down 
their house and rebuilt a wall to a greater height, 
thereby causing the plaintiff's chimneys to smoke. It 
was held that the action was not maintainable, and that 
the access of air to the chimneys of a building cannot, 
as against the occupier of neighbouring land, be claimed 
either as a natural right of property or as an easement 
by prescription from the time of legal memory, or by a 
lost grant, or under the Prescription Act. 

The most nearly similar case in principle is that of 
Webb v. Bird (13 C. B. N.S. 841). There the claim was 
for the access of air to a windmill, and it was held that 
the claim could not be sustained, on the ground that the 
presumption of a grant from long continued enjoyment. 
only arises when the person against whom the right is 
claimed might have interrupted or prevented the exercise 
of the subject of the supposed grant, and that the right 
claimed was of so undefined a character that it would be 
very difficult for any one to interrupt or prevent its exer- 
cise. Cases in which the erection of buildings has caused 
the chimneys of adjacent buildings to smoke must in the 
natureof thingshave been not infrequent, and the fact that 
claims such as the plaintiff's in the case we are discuss- 
ing have been so infrequent is, in itself, a considerable 
argument to show that there is in law no such right as 
the plaintiff claimed. A right such as this must either 
be regarded as a natural incident to property, such as the 
right to the flow of water in a definite natural channel, 
or as an easement more properly so called. We do not 
think that any easement known to the law is really ana- 
logous in its nature to the right here claimed. An ease- 
ment is in the nature of a right to appropriate some 
natural benefit to a definite extent, so as to prevent the 
owner of the adjoining land from making that use of it 
which in the ordinary state of circumstances he would 
be entitled to do, or to curtail in some way his natural 
right to the enjoyment of it; for instance, a right to 
obstruct the natural flow of water in a stream for the 
purpose of a mill. There the water flows in a definite 
direction, and there is an appropriation of it toa definite 
extent for the purposes of the mill. So, again, of a right of 
wuy. ‘There is in that case an appropriation toa certain ex- 
tent for certain purposes of a definite portion of land. So 
the right to light may be looked upon as the right to the 
perception of so much light through the windows of 
tenement, entitling the owner to prevent his nzighbour 
from appropriating the light to himself by ouilding an 
intercepting structure. No one ever heard of a right to 
have light flow upon a blank wall. In the same way the 
easement of support is the right to have the earth re- 
main in statu quo for the support of a building of 4. 
definite weight, preventing the natural right of the owner 
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of the soil to remove it. But a right by way of ease- 
ment to have the natural enjoyment of a physical benefit 
.does not seem possible. 

This idea is thus expressed by Lord Justice Bram- 
well :——‘‘ But the lost grant doctrine is ancillary to the 
common law prescription doctrine—can this right be 
claimed under that? Now, certainly the land as such 
has enjoyed this right for all time since the sun first 
shone and the wind first blew, and it is not a case of 
twenty or any finite number of years. But the enjoy- 
ment is a result of the natural right of which we have 

ken, and not of an acquired right. Then, does the 
existence of a house on the land for twenty years make 
any difference? None. The owner of the land enjoyed 
‘the free passage of the air over his land when it was a 
field, subject to the right of his neighbours to build on 
their own land or to do on their own land any lawful 
act. Ue now enjoys it over his land with a house on it 
subject to the same rights.” The learned Lord Justice 
proceeds to say that in principle it may be that the right 
to light is subject to the same remarks, and he says that 
anyone who reads the cases relating to the acquisition 
of right to light will see that there has been great 
difficulty in establishing it on principle. This seems to 
be so, but we have ventured to suggest that it may be 
distinguished on the ground that there is a sort of per- 
ception of the light itself to a definite extent as against 
the neighbouring owner; an alteration of the natural 
state of things in which the light passes freely over or 
vpon the surface of the earth, and an appropriation of 
it to a definite extent by apertures for its reception. 
We venture to think that to an easement some sort of 
appropriation or user of a definite character is necessary. 
But we fail to see that there can be any such appro- 
priation of the right to the passage of air in any 

icular direction. Air does not flow in definite 
channels as water in a stream does, and is not capable 
of appropriation in definite quantities as light by a 
window is. All that the owner of the mill does is to 
erect his sails so that the air in passing over the surface 
-of the land, just as it has done for all time, turns them 
round. There is nothing in the nature of an exclusive 
appropriation of any benefit to a definite extent. 


The same considerations that are fatal to the claim 
regarded as that of an easement seem to be equally fatal 
to the claim as that of a natural right. It seems clear 
on principle, as Lord Justice Bramwell remarks, that the 
particular use made of the property of the person com- 
_plaining cannot be an element in considering whether 
there is an infringement of a natural right. Anything 
which diminishes the applicability of the property to 
any use to which it may lawfully be put by depriving it 
-of certain natural advantages to which it is entitled is 
an infringement of a natural right, quite irrespective of 
the purpose to which it may actually be put. My neigh- 
bour cannot in strictness claim to burn bones, or commit 
any other nuisance near my land on the ground that I 
have not at present a house on it, the occupier of which 
may be annoyed. It is true that in practice many things 
are done permissively, in consequence of no person being 
much annoyed or injured by them as matters stand at 
the time. If it were not so, where could bone boiling 
and other unsavoury but useful processes be carried on ? 
But we contend that this makes no difference in prin- 
ciple. Our position is borne out by the decisions that 
show that it is no defence to an action for nuisance that 
the plaintiff voluntarily came and built his house near 
an already existing nuisance. If this view be cor- 
rect, it at once shows how untenable the suggestion 
is of any natural right to the passage of air in a par- 
ticular direction. Nobody could rightfully build 
anything anywhere’ if there is a natural right to the 
passage of air from whatever quarter the wind may 
happen to blow. The true principle which governs the 
case is (as was stated by the judges both in Webb v. 
Bird and Bryant v. Lefever) that of Chasemore v. 


had no right to the flow of water percolating under. 
ground and not flowing in any defined channel. The 
right claimed is of too vague and uncertain a character 
to admit of its being sanctioned by law. The governing 
consideration in questions of this sort, if the root of the 
matter be looked to, must be expediency. The expedi- 
ency of the thing is that there should be such amount 
of protection of one landowner’s enjoyment, and restric- 
tion of the natural rights of another, as may best conduce 
to the development of property in a manner most 
advantageous to the community. It is not every 
enjoyment that an owner of land has in fact possessed 
for a long time that ought to be protected by conversion 
into a right ; for such a right might, from its uncertain 
or too sweeping character, be a very much too onerous 
burthen on the adjacent landowner, and fetter or inter- 
fere with his use of his property so as to cause damage 
to him not counteracted by the benefit to his neighbour. 





CORPORATIONS ACTING AS CHEMISTS AND 
DRUGGISTS. 


Mvcu discussion has of late arisen with regard to the 
position of co-operative stores and similar associations, 
and in one respect a recent decision of the Queen’s Bench 
Division may have a considerable effect in restricting 
their sphere of operations. Many of these societies have 
for some time past done a large business in the way 
of dispensing medicines and making up prescriptions. 
There is no doubt that the ordinary chemist and druggist 
charges very heavily for making up prescriptions. We 
do not say too heavily, for we have not the means of 
judging whether the charges are too high, taking into 
consideration the circumstances under which the business 
is usually carried on. Men of considerable experience 
and intelligence must be employed, and the responsibility 
is great. Probably if the business is to be carried on as 
an ordinary retail business, prices very largely exceeding 
the ordinary profit on the retail of an article must be 
charged. The co-operative stores, on the other hand, 
have, no doubt, exceptional facilities from being able to 
carry on business on a large scale, and also because 
they do not look principally to profit. But, however 
this may be, we believe that there is no branch of busi- 
ness with regard to which the members of co-operative 
stores more appreciate their advantages than that to 
which we allude. The decision of the court in The 
Pharmaceutical Society of Great Britain v. The London 
and Provincial Supply Association (L. R. 4 Q. B. D. 313) 
has established that sections 1 and 15 of the Pharmacy Act, 
1868 (31 & 32 Vict. c.121), which prohibit, under a penalty, 
any person, not being a duly registered pharmaceutical 
chemist, &c., from keeping open a shop for the sale of 
poisons or using the name of a chemist or druggist, 
apply to corporations, and that the penalty may be re- 
covered from an incorporated company for keeping a 
chemist’s shop as described in the Act, although the 
business of such shopis managed by duly registered 
chemists as servants of the company. 

We do not think that there can be much doubt of the 
correctness of the decision upon the points raised by the 
argument, though, we believe, during the course of the 
argument the court were at first somewhat disposed to 
be in favour of the defendants. The argument for the 
defendants was that the word. “ person,” as used in the 
Act, does not apply to corporations. It was suggested 
that, prima facie, the word “ person” means a natural 
person, not an artificial entity such as a corporation ; and 
that if the Legislature had meant to include a corporation 
in the provisions of the Act at all, they would have pro- 
vided a special machinery by which corporations could 
become qualified to carry on business as chemists and 
druggists, whereas under the plaintiffs’ contention cor- 
porations would be prevented altogether from carrying 
on the buainess, But it will be observed that, though 





dtichards (7 H, L, 349), where it was held that a person 


there may be some force in these suggestions, the argu- 











638 THE SOLICITORS JOURNAL. 


June 14, 1879,. 





TEC i 





ments on the other side are of avery cogent nature. The 
mischief intended to be guarded against was the selling 
of poisonous or dangerous drugs by unqualified persons. 
If corporations are not included in the Act, its provisions 
would be to a very great extent nullified, because there 
would be no guarantee whatever in the case of corpora- 
tions. Associations, such as the defendants’, as a matter 
of prudence, do we believe always employ duly qualified 
persons to carry on the business, but if their contention 
js correct this is entirely voluntary on their part, and they 
are under no compulsion to do so. It may be urged 
that there is not much danger of large and responsible 
societies failing to employ qualified persons from regard 
for their own safety and interest, and that the mischief 
intended to be prevented was only likely to arise in the 
case of needy and obscure persons, whom it might be 
difficult to make effectually responsible for their dealings. 
But we cannot think that this is a sufficient answer, or that 
the Legislature can have meant to leave it possible for the 
business of a chemist and druggist to be carried on to a 
large extent without any of the safeguards required by 
the Act. It is probable, indeed, that the case of corpor- 
ations was not actually present to the minds of the 
Legislature, inasmuch as, when the Act was drawn, the 
particular case of societies of the nature now in question 
had not arisen; but, it seems to us, that they intended to 
prohibit the carrying on of the business by any but duly 
qualified persons. The Lord Chief Justice, in giving 
judgment, points out that if the society were not within 
the Act it would be very easy for companies, little better 
than shams, to be got up for the purpose of evading the 
Act. A person desiring to combine the business ofa 
grocer with that of a chemist and druggist, in order to 
set the statute at defiance, would have only to get 
several persons to join him, providing them with a share 
each, and so forming an incorporated company. It 
would be, we are disposed to think, a manifest inequality 
in the law if this could be done. It would be hard on 
the individual, who must go to expense and trouble in 
qualifying himself, that a company should have this 
advantage over him. 

We do not see at present how associations such as the 
defendants’ are to get over this difficulty. It may be 
suggested that some modification of existing legislation 
might be procured by which they should be allowed to 
carry on this business on condition of employing duly 
qualified persons as servants. We do not very well see 
how this could be done by way of exception from the 
existing provisions. It will be observed that the Act 
requires the person carrying on the business to be 
qualified. It does not permit an unqualified person to 
carry on the business through a qualified servant or 
agent. We doubt very much whether the Legislature 
would give an exceptional position to corporations in this 
respect. A corporation cannot, itself, be qualified. The 
truth is that the difficulty in which these societies find 
themselves in respect of this business is not exceptional. 
A company could not carry on many businesses which 
require particular qualifications. There might, possibly, 
be a fair field for a Solicitors’ Company, Limited, or 
associations might undertake to supply people with 
cheap law, if there were no legislative restriction requir- 
ing certain qualifications. But a company cannot be 
admitted or be called to the bar. ‘The case of the 
business of a chemist and druggist is similar in kind, 
though not in degree. The judgment of Mellor, J., 
deals with the scheme of the existing legislation, and 
eonsideration of his observations shows the difficulty of 
providing for these incorporated societies. He says, ‘I 
think the great object of the Legislature was to prevent 
the sale of poisonous or dangerous drugs by persons not 
qualified by skill or experience to deal in such commodi- 
ties. It, therefore, proposed to form into one association 
all persons who for the fature should alone be qualified 
to deal in the same, and who should be registered under 
the provisions of the Act which we are now considering. 
To incorporate such a society to whose members, in 





future, the sole privilege of keeping ‘open shop a 


chemists or chemists and druggists, for the sale of or dis. _ 


pensing or compounding poisons should be intrusted, 
rendered it necessary to prohibit .all other persong 
not so registered or qualified from keeping open 
shop, or retailing, dispensing, or compounding 
snch drugs for sale, and from assuming _ the 
title of pharmaceutical chemist, or chemist and 
druggist ; and, therefore, whilst one set of sections are 
qualifying and intended to regulate for the future the 


mode in which persons should become qualified as mem-. ° 
bers of the association, and to provide for the government ° 


of the body incorporated, the sections 1 and 15 of the 
Act which contain the prohibitory words, upon the 
meaning of which we have to decide, have an entirely 
distinct effect. The object of these sections is absolutely 
to prevent the danger assumed to be likely to arise to. 
the public by the keeping open shop for the retailing, 
dispensing, or compounding poisons by any persons not 
being qualified pharmaceutical chemists, or chemists and 
druggists, and the intention and scope of those sections. 
and the general object of the Act is absolutely to ex- 
clude, from the time of the passing of the Act, alb 
persons other than the registered members of the Phar- 
maceutical Society from keeping open shop, or retailing, 
dispensing, or compounding of poisons.” 

Weare disposed to regret the result. The societies: 
dispensed medicine with perfect safety in practice, and 
the great reduction in price was an important considera. 
tion with many persons of small incomes who dealt with 
them. But, as the law stands, we do not see our way 
to the conclusion that the society concerned in the 
recent case was not infringing the law, and, as we have 
shown, there are considerable difficulties in the way of 
any alteration of the law in this respect. It is necessary, 
however, in considering the effect of this decision, to ob- 
serve that there is nothing to show that the defendants’ 
association was a co-operative society in the proper sense; 
of the term. It would rather appear that it was not, 
and that it was a mere company which was prepared to 
sell to anybody. There may be a question, not raised by 
the case we have been discussing, but which may arise 
hereafter, as to how far a co-operative society, properly 
so called, which sells only to members, can be said to: 
keep “open shop” at all. We are not prepared at pre- 
sent to discuss this question, 
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At the Lambeth Police Court on Wednesday, Alfred Henry 
May, solicitor, was further examined before Mr. Chance,. 
charged with obtaining by false pretences £15 from Mr. 
W. H. Fullagar, solicitor. The facts of the case have al- 
ready been given. Mr. B. Wontner now informed the court 
that he was instructed to prosecute for the Treasury, Owing 
to the publicity given to the proceedings, a great number of 
letters and communigations had been received with regard to 
the transactions of the prisoner. It was a painful matter to 
proceed against a member of his own profession, but he was 
afraid that the cases already gone into were not the only 
complaints to be brought forward. He should, however, ask 
on the present occasion for a remand, in order that he might 
have an opportunity of more carefully going into the various 
matters. The prisoner said he had no objection to a remand,. 
as he believed an investigation by the Treasury solicitor 
would be to his benefit. He asked for notice of any other 
charges. Mr. Chance told him that there was a second case 
partly gone into last week, in which it was stated that he 
had received £7 to pay fees to couusel. He wished to know 
whether he had paid the money. ‘The prisoner replied that 
he did not wish to criminate himself, and contended that 
there was no criminal charge in the matter. Mr, Chance 
said that there was such a thing as larceny by a bailee, The 
prisoner would have every opportunity given him to make 
an answer. The prisoner said he had been in custody since 
the 24th ult., and until he got out on bail he could not pre- 
pare his defence. Mr. Chance told him that he had ab- 
sconded, and no doubt received information that a warrant 
had been obtained. The bail would remain at two sureties 
in £200 each, with twenty-four hours’ notice. The prisoner 
was locked up. 
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Cases of the eek. 


CompaNy—PRELIMINARY ExpEnses—PERsSON EmPLoYED 
on CrevIT OF PromoTer.—On the 10th inet., the Court of 
Appeal (Jessel, M.R., and Baggallay and Thesiger, L.JJ.) 
affirmed the decision of Fry, J., in a case of In re The 
Kent Tramways Company (noted ante, p. 463). The Act 
‘which incorporated the company provided that “ all costs, 
charges, and expenses of and incident to the preparing 
* for, obtaining, and passing of this Act, or otherwise in re- 
* Jation thereto, shall be paid by the company.” In the wind- 

ing up of the company a claim for £239 was carried in by 
a person who stated that that amount was due to him “ for 
work and labour done and materials for the same provided 
by me as & parliamentary agent in and about and incident 
to the preparing for, obtaining, and passing of” the Act. 
The liquidator alleged that the claimant had acted as a 
mere clerk or servant to one Gough, a solicitor and par- 
liamentary agent, who had been engaged in the promotion 
of the company, and Fry, J., held upon the evidence that 
this was 80, and that the claimant had looked to Gough 
only for payment. And his lordship held that under the 
above provision of the Act the promoter was the only 
person who, under such circumstances, was entitled to re- 
cover against the company, and he rejected the claim. 
Jessel, M.R., said that it was immaterial whether the 
claimant had or had not acted asa mere clerk, for he had 
clearly given credit to Gough. He must be considered 
for all purposes as bound by the acts of Gough, and could 
not be paid by the company unless Gough could be paid 
by them. There was no pretence for saying that the above 
provision of the Act had given any new right to a person 
who had placed himself in such a position. The decision 
was accordingly affirmed. 





BanKRUPTCY—RELATION BACK OF TrusTEE’s TiTLE— 
Scr or Bankruptcy IN DesTor’s SumMoNS—BANERUPTCY 
Act, 1869, ss. 6, 7, 9, 11.—In a case of Hx parte Bouchard, 
before the Court of Appeal on the 12th inst. the question 
arose whether the title of the trustee in a bankruptcy could 
relate back to an act of bankruptcy committed by the bank- 
rupt upon a debtor’s summons issued by a creditor (not the 
creditor on whose petition the adjudication had been made) 
who presented a petition on which no adjudication was 
made. On November 16, 1877, one Turner served a debtor’s 
summons on the bankrupt, on which an act of bankruptcy 
was committed. On the 15th of December Turner presented 
a bankruptcy petition founded on the non-compliance with 
the debtor’s summons. The debtor disputed the debt, and 
applied to have the order dismissed, and an order was made 
on the 17th of January adjourning the hearing of the 
petition, upon the debtor undertaking to pay into court 
£125 to abide the result of an action to be brought by the 
creditor for the amount of his alleged debt in the High Court, 
and, upon this amount being paid in, the hearing of the 
petition was to be adjourned sine die, with liberty to apply 
when the result’of the action should have been ascertained. 
The £125 was paid into court accordingly. On the 10th of 
May, 1878, the debtor was adjudicated a bankrupt on the 
petition of another creditor. On the 2kst of January, 1879, 
the creditor recovered judgment in the action for £107 and 
costs. Turner then applied for payment: of the £125 to 
him, The trustee in the bankruptcy objected, alleging 
that his title, under section 11 of the Act, related back to 
the act of bankruptcy committed on the debtor's summons, 
and that consequently the £125 formed part of the estate of 
the bankrupt to be administered in the bankruptcy. The 
court (James, Baggallay, and Thesiger, L.JJ.), aflirming the 
decision of Mr, Regione Murray, held that Turner 
was entitled to the £125. James, L.J., said that 
the money was paid in, in accordance with the pro- 
visions of section 9 of the Act as a security for the 
particular debt. The equitable title of the creditor was 
complete when the money was paid in to abide the event. 
After that the only question was whether the event had 
ocourred, The money was to be the money of the oreditor, 
if he succeeded in establishing his title to it, and this he 
did, _ The case was really governed by what was said by 
Mellish, L. J., in Ax parte Weir (19 W.R. 1042, L.R. 6 
Ch, 875) which was a considered judgment of the court, 








and which showed that the act of bankraptcy committed 
by non-compliance with a debtor’s summons was only a 
qualified act of bankruptcy. Thesiger, L.J., said that the 
payment into court, under the order of the court, was 
equivalent to @ conditional payment to the creditor. If 
the money had, under the order of the court, been paid to - 
the creditor himself, he would have been entitled to keep 
it, and just so in this case, when the dedt had been 
established, the payment into court was a payment to the 
creditor, as at the date when the order for payment into 
court was made. This was the legitimate consequence of 
the considered judgment of the court in Er parte Weir. 
Ex parte Jay (22 W.R. 175, L. R. 9 Ch. 133) was dis- 
tinguishable for this reason, that in it there was no fand 
for the security of the particular creditor ; there were only 
fands in the hands of a receiver for the benefit of the 
general creditors. 








Pusiic Heattn Acts, 1848-1875—Szewer—MAn-HoLE— 
CoMPENSATION OR Purcuase. — On the 30th ult. the 
Court of Appeal (James, Brett, and Cotton, L.JJ.) reversed the 
decision of Fry, J., in Swanston v. Twickenham Local Board 
(27 W. R. 581). The question was whether a loca! board had 
power to construct side entrances or ‘‘man-holes” to @ 
sewer under a public street, making compensation to the 
owner of the land for any damage caused to him, or 
whether they must first purchase the site of the maa-hole 
from the land owner. Fry, J., held that the board were 
bound first to purchase the site; the Court of Appeal held 
that they were entitled to construct the man-hole, only 
making compensation to the landowner, on the ground that 
a “man-hole” is a part of a sewer within the meaning of 
the Acts. 





Loan To Foreign Governuent—ProsPectus—APprRo- 
PRIATION OF Money To Speciric Purrose—Fat.urs oF 
SprcirFiep PurPposE—RicHts oF Masortry or Bonp- 
HOLDERS TO RETURN OF Money.—In a case of Wilson v. 
Church, before the Court of Appeal onthe 30th ult., the 
action was brought by the holder of bonds issued by a 
foreign Government, on behalf of himself and other bond- 
holders, claiming the return to the bondholders ofa portion 
of the proceeds of the loan which was in the hands of 
trustees, on the ground that the purpose for which 
this money had been appropriated had become im- 
practicable. The defendants were the trustees of the 
the foreign Government (who assented to the plaintiff's 
claim) a dissentient bondholder, who had been made a de- 
fendant at his own instance, and some companies who 
claimed an interest in the fand. Four-fifths of the bond- 
holders had expressed their assent to the action and had 
contributed to the costs of it; the remainder (with the 
exception of the one who was a defendant) had expressed 
neither assent nor dissent. The loan had been raised in 
1872 upon the footing of a prospectus which stated that 
the principal object of the loan was to subsidize a specified 
company for the purpose of constructing a railway and 
certain other works. It was further stated that a contract 
had been entered into for the construction of the railway 
for £600,000, and that the trustees for the bondholders 
“ will-retain out of the proceeds of the loan, as received, @ 
sum equal to the contract price of the railway, and tem- 
porarily invest and apply the same from time to time ia 
payment for the works as they proceed.” The fund 
claimed by the action was the £600,000, which had been 
placed in the hands of the trustees, together with accumu- 
lations of interest, Fry, J., dismissed the action, on the 
ground that the bondholders were not unanimous, and alse 
that the impracticability of constructing the railway had 
not been proved. The Court of Appeal (James, Brett, and 
Cotton, L.JJ.) held that it had been proved that the con- 
struction of the works was, in a business or commercial 
sense, impossible, and that, consequently, the majority of 
the bondholders were, and would have been, even if the 
Government had opposed their claim, entitled to the relief 
which they claimed. James, L.J., said that of course the 
majority of the bondholders could not bind the minority, 
but the minority had no right to insist on having the com- 
mon fund thrown away. Brett, L.J., said that in point of 
fact the money had never been paid to the borrowers, bat 
was in the hands of trustees for the bondholders. 
But, if it had been paid to the borrowers, still, 
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having been paid for a consideration which was to be per- 
formed after the payment, and the consideration wholly 
failing, the money would have become money in the hands 
of the borrowers held to the use and for the benefit 
of the lenders, and must be returned to them. That would 
be the right of the lenders at common law. But here the 
money was in medio. Cotton, L.J., said that the dissent of 
dissentient bondholders could not have a greater effect than 
the dissent of a partner to the dissolution of a partnershi 
entered into for particular purposes of profit. Even in suc 
a ease, the court, if satisfied that the purpose of the partner- 
ship could not be carried into effect with any reasonable 
prospect of profit, would dissolve the partnership. At any 
vate, the bondholders had but their money for a common 
object, and when that common object could not be carried 
into effect, those who desired it were entitled, as against any 
number of dissentients, to say that their money must be 
returned. Fry, J., had decided the case without hearing 
the evidence of the defendants. The Court of Appeal were 
of opinion that the plaintiffs had made out a prima facie 
case, that the d-fendants ought to have been required to 
adduce evidence »gainst it, and, instead of remitting the 
case to Fry, J., to hear the defendant’s evidence, the court 
heard the evidence themselves, and then decided in the 
plaintiff’s favour. 





Commoy AprurTeNANtT — Ricut of Lorp To APPROVE 
— Diccine Graver Pits — Grant — Construction — 
** WARREN oF ContEs.”—In a case of Robinson v. Duleep 
Singh, before Fry, J., on the 27th ult., the question arose 
(inter aha) whether the lord of a manor is entitled, as 
against the owner cf a right of common appurtenant, to 
dig gravel pits on the waste of the manor. It was contended 
that, this not being an “ approvement” within the Statute 
of Merton, the lord had no right to do so, and reliance 
was placed upon a dictum of Windham, J., in Geo v. Cother, 
(Siderfin, 106) to the effect that “the lord may not dig pits 
in the common into which the beasts of the commoner may 
fail,” and upon a passage (2 Inst. 85), in which Lord Coke 
says (commenting on the Statute of Merton) that “the lord 
could not approve by the order of the common law.” And it 
was said that the lord ought at any rate to inclose the pits. 
Fry, J., however, held, following the decision of Hall, V.C., in 
Halil y. Byron (25 W. RB. 317, L. R. 4 Ca. D. 675,) that the 
lord has a right to tuke gravel in the waste, so long as he 
does not infringe upon the commoner’s rights, this right 
being independent of the right of approvement under the 
Statute of Merton, and existing by reason of the lord's 
ownership of the soil, subject only to the interests of the 
commoners. 

Another question in the case was as to the proper con- 
struction of a grant of “all that warren of conies in L.,” 
whether this was a grant of the soil, or only a grant of the 
franchise or right to take the conies, accerding to the con- 
struction which was put upon very similar words in Ear/ 
Beauchamp v. Winn (17 W. R. 866, L. R. 4 Ch. 562, 6 
H. L. 223). Fry, J., held that, looking at the context of 
the deed and at all the surrounding circumstances, the words 
must be taken to have passed the soil of the locality known 
as the Warren. 








Obituarp. 


MR. RUSSELL MARTYN RICCARD. 


Mr. Russell Martyn Riccard, solicitor and proctor, died 
recently at South Molton. Mr. Riecard was the son of 
Mr. James Edward Jackson Riccard, solicitor. He was 
admitted a solicitor in 1839, and had practised for just 
forty years at Sonth Molton. He was for many years in 

ip with his father, and for the last twelve years 

had been associated with his son Mr. Russell Lonis 
Riccard. He held several important appointments. He 
had been for many years clerk to the Income Tax Commis- 
sioners at South Molton, and in 1862 he became town clerk 
and clerk of the peace for the borough. A few years later 
he succeeded his father in the offices of superintendent- 
registrar and clerk to the Sonth Molton Board of Guardians 
and Assessment Committee. He was a perpetual commis- 
sioner for Devonshire, and he was formerly treasurer (in 





Trust. The South Molton Board of Guardians have passed 
a resolution expressive of their sympathy with the widow 
and family of the deceased. 








THE RETIREMENT OF MR. JUSTICE 
MELLOR. 


On Weénesday the formal retirement of Mr. Justice Mellor 
took place. The court was crowded with members of the 
bar, and on the bench were a large number of the judges 
of the High Court and Court of Appeal. Shortly beforg 
foar o'clock the Attorney-General, the Solicitor-General, 
and Sir Henry James entered the court. The Attorney. 
General having asked permission to address, on behalf of 
the bar, a few words to Mr. Justice Mellor, said :—Mr, 
Justice Mellor, the bar having learnt with much regret 
that you have come to the determination to retire from the 
judicial bench, and that after to-day you will not resume 
the seat in this court which you have for so long adorned, 
I desire, as the representative of the bar of England, to 
avail myself of this, the only opportunity which can be well 
afforded to me, of addressing a few observations to you be- 
fore we are compelled—speaking to you as a judge—to bid 
you farewell. My lord, the bar, though greatly grieved to 
lose you, are not surprised to find that you should have 
made up your mind toretire. The life of a judge, especially 
of a jucge devoting himself to the discharge of the onerong 
duties devolving upon bim with the zeal and earnestness 
which you have shown, must be an arduous one, and it ig 
most natural that, after che severe labours you have under. 
gone on the bench, succeeding as they did a very Successfal, 
and therefore necessarily laborious, career at the bar, you 
should desire to enter upon the enjoyment of a period 
of dignified repose. My lord, it is now more than 
seventeen years since you were promoted to the bench, 
How swiftly those years have sped! To me it 
seems but yesterday since I had the honour to 
appear before you as one of the counsel for the prisoner in, I 
believe, the first criminal case which came before you after 


trial. It was held at the spring assizes of 1862, in the 
picturesque old town of Appleby. On that occasion my 
client was on his trial before your Jordship and a jury of his 
countrymen, and your lordship was also upon your trial 
before a jury composed of the bar of the Northern Circuit—a 
jury of critics not disposed to be unduly biased towards you, 


their ranks. The verdict, however, which those critics were 
constrained to return was, on all points, in your favour. It 
was admitted that the appointment to the judicial bench 
which had just been made was in every respect an excellent 
one. The history of your judicial life since that trial of 
seventeen years ago, or rather, I would say, since your 
appointment, has fully demonstrated that the opinion which 
was then formed of you was a just one. Ever since that date 
all must admit that you have been unceasing in your efforts 
worthily to discharge the great functions of your office, and 
that your efforts have been crowned with complete success, 
In the judgment of those for whom I speak, you have seta 
pattern to the judges who have been your contemporaries, 
and to judges who will sit in our courts after you have gone 


administered. In dealiog with legal questions you have 
shown that you have sought the sources of the law, and 
have mastered the great principles upon which our laws are 
founded, and you have ever been anxious to base your 
decisions upon such principles, disregarding technicalities 
and ingenious refinements whenever they seemed calculated 
to lead your mind astray from the broad track of common 
sense ; while in the investigation of questions of fact you 
have displayed the acumen of a vigorous intelligence, com- 
bined with the most admirable and praiseworthy patience. 
In the performance of your duties as a jadge, not only 
have you exhibited learning, industry, and ability, not 
only have you shown yourself perfectly impartial and fear- 
lessly independent, but you have in a marked and extra- 
ordinary degree proved yourself the possessor of other 
qualities, without which no man, however vast may be his 
talents, however powerfal his intellect, can ever be pro- 
a perfect jadge. I allude to your kindliness of 





eopjunction with his father) of the South Molton Tarnpike 





heart and to the thorough generosity of your disposition. 





you were appointed. Your lordship will remember that . 


for before you were promoted you had not been a member of » 


from them, of the manner in which justice ought to be . 
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During the long period of your judicial career you have 
invariably treated the bar, not with courtesy merely, for 
courtesy we have a right to expect, but with a generous 
kindness and a delicate consideration, which was more 
than our due, and which at times might perhaps, without 
injustice, have been withheld. The members of the bar 
have always felt it a delight to practise before you, and 
they will ever remember with feelings of gratitude the 
manner in which you havetreated them. And now I must 
cease to trouble you. I have no doubt that while you are 
in the enjoyment of the leisure you have so fully earned 
and so richly deserved, many reflections will occur which 
will afford you satisfaction. I hope that not the least 
Jeasurable will be the consciousness that during your 
judicial life you have won for yourself the esteem, the 
admiration, and the affection of the bar of England. 
Mr. Justice MeLtor, who spoke with much emotion, said: 
—Mr, Attorney-General, if during the seventeen years and 
a half of my judicial life I have earned the respect and con- 
fidence of the bar, it is the most appropriate reward that a 
retiring judge could receive. When I was first appointed a 
member of this court it was associated with all its great 
traditions. It was presided over by the present Lord Chief 
Justice, whose brilliant abilities have only been rendered 
more conspicuous by time. My colleagues were Mr. Justice 
Wightman, Mr. Justice Blackburn, and Mr. Justice Cromp- 
ton ; and I need hardly say that when I was appointed to sit 
withsuch a distinguished body of judges I felt no small appre- 
hension lest the office of judge should not be fully and 
efficiently discharged by me. The kindness I have received 
from my colleagues, the assistance I have invariably received 
from the bar, soon dissipated my anxieties in that respect; 
and J may now say, in the presence of the bar and of all my 
dear friends who are around me, that the kindness I have re- 
ceived from every member of the judicial bench—in whatever 
court—has been to me the greatest happiness, and the most 
pleasant assurance to me that I was not unacceptable to 
them. Our intercourse was not the mere formal intercourse 
which must take place between men in such a position, but 
it was kindly, friendly, uninterrupted by a single day ; and 
at the present moment I have only to express to my brother 
judges the outpouring of a grateful heart for their con- 
stant kindness to me. In such circumstances I cannot but 
feel deep regret in being obliged to retire from association 
with them ; but circumstances have compelled me to the con- 
clusion that I am following thedictates of prudence as well as 
serving the interests of the public in making way for another 
man, Mr, Attorney-General, I shall everlook back on this day 
with pleasure, and its memory will always be a well-spring 
of delight and satisfaction, I thank you for the assurances 
you have given me on the part of the bar, and I shall look 
tothe future of the bar with the deepest interest, assured 
as I am that so long as the functions of the bar are honour- 
ably performed, they will afford the best socurity for the 
liberties of the people. I thank you most sincerely for the 
kind assurances you have given me; I only fear that they 
were too flattering ; but if I have discharged the duties 
which have fallen upon me in the manner and in the spirit 
you have described, it has been very much owing to the 
manner in which I have always been treated by the bar. 
I mast again assure you, Mr. Attorney-General, that I feel 
most grateful to you for your kind expressions. I have 
now no more to say than that painful yet inevitable word, 
“Farewell.” I say it wishing heartily prosperity to the 
bar of England, whose progress I shall watch with the 
greatest possible interest, hoping that it may attain even 
toa higher estimation than it at present possesses. 
The judges on the bench then took their leave of Mr. 
Justice Mellor, 








Mr, Norwood, M.P., has given notice that on the second 
reading of the County Courts (No. 2) Bill, fixed for June 
12, he will move—“ That, having regard to the report of 
the select committee of last session on the extension of 
county court jurisdiction, and to the provisions of the Bill 
amended and reported by the committee, this House is of 
opinion that itis Sasapeltont and unjust farther to increase 
the labours and the responsibilities of the county court 
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Suacieties. 


SOLICITORS BENEVOLENT ASSOCIATION. 


The usual monthly meeting of the board of directors of 
this association, was held at the Law Institution, Chancery- 
lane, London, on Wednesday, June 11, the following gentle- 
men being present : Mr. Sydney Smith, in the chair, et 
Brook, Mellersh (of Godalming), Paterson, Price, Rickman, 
Styan, and Woolbert, Mr. Eiffe, Secretary. A sum of £150 
was distributed in grants of relief; four gentlemen were 
admitted members of the association ; and other ordinary 
business transacted. 


LAW STUDENTS’ DEBATING SOCIETY. 


At the first meeting in the month, on the 3rd inst., Mr. 
Garrett, M.A., in the chair, the usual resolution was passed, 
that the annual dinner of. the society take place in the 
month of Joly next. The remainder of the evening wag 
occupied with the business of the society. 

On the following Tuesday, the 10th inst., Mr, C.S. Eady, 
LL.D., in the chair, a paper was read by Mr. A. M. Ellis, 
LL.B., on “* Lord Beaconsfield’s novels, Coningsby, Sybil, 
and Tancred,” a discussion followed, in which Mr. Neale, 
Mr. Royle, Mr. Van Sommer, and Mr. Lloyd Jones spoke on 
the subject, and Mr. Ellis replied. 





UNITED LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETY. 


At the meeting of the above society, at the Law Institu- 
tion on Monday last, the following moot was opened by Mr. 
C. Grafton in the affirmative:—“A testator devises his 
property to his wife, to be at her apa in apy way she 
may think best for the benefit of herself and family. Does 
the widow take absolutely so as to be able to give the whole 
of the property away from the family?” Messrs, Gatey, 
Swepstone, Kains-Jackson, and Moyle supported, and the 
affirmative was carried unanimously. 

On Wednesday last, at Clement’s-inn Hall, Strand, Mr. 
T. Bateman Napier proposed “ That the claims of Greece to 
an extension of territory should be supported by this 
country.” Messrs. Kelke, Parsons, and Spokes supported, 
and the motion was carried unanimously. 





GLOUCESTERSHIRE LAW SOCIETY, 


The following report of the managing committee was 
sented to the annual general meeting of the society, held a 
the George Hotel, Stroud, on the 4th of June, 1879 :— 

In the report which your committee have now the pleasure 
to preaent, they have, in contrast with their last report, to 
refer to numerous subjects affecting the interests of the soci 
and the profession generally, which they have consi 
and upon some of which they have taken action. They pro- 
pose for the information of the meeting to make a few 
vations on those subjects in the order in which they were so 
considered, 

Bills of Sale Act, 1878—The alterations in the law 
effected by this Act are admittedly beneficial. Unquestion- 
ably bills of sale have been executed by very many persons 
who were unacquainted with the arbitrary nature of the 
instrument they were induced to sign, and they thereby 
brought upon themselves ruinous consequences, the probable 
happening of which ought, asa preliminary, to have been 
pointed out to them, but which it is feared were often 
studiously concealed. In such cases as these the new Act 
will afford a material protection. In the large majority of 
cases to which allusion is made, it is well known that the 
deeds were prepared by unprofessional persons, Your com- 
mittee therefore met to consider a proposal that, in order to 
check as far as possible the preparation by incompetent or 
designing persons of objectionable bills of sale, solicitors 
should be recommended uot to attest under the Act any such 
documents, unless prepared by a qualified legal 


Your committee passed a resolution to this _and at 
their suggestion your secretary forwarded a copy of it to all 
the members of the profession in the county of Gloucester, 


with a request that they would communicate to him on 
behalf of the committee their views upon such 


tion. 
“The majority of solicitors to whom the resolution was seat 
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gave po reply thereto. Of those who did answer, the majority 
expressed their resdiness to concur in the recommendation 
of your committee, whilst some did not concur therein, 
because they felt that the effect intended by the resolution 
would not be produced by the course proposed, and added 
that if every member of the profession in the county were a 
member of this society, and would be bound by its recom- 
mendation, the case would be very different ; but as there 
wonld always unfortunately be found members of the pro- 
fession who, for the usual fee, would attest any document, 
they thought it very desirable that persons signing bills of 
gale should not be deprived of the protection they would 
derive by the attestation of a document executed by them 
im the presence of a member of the profession, who would 
insist npon properly explaining to the party the effect of that 
document. 

The use, or rather abuse, of bills of sale by money lenders 
js notorious. Your committee venture to hope that the 
action they have taken will have a salutary effect in this 
district, in checking the practices of these harpies. 

Contract Fees to Vendors, Solicitors, and Auctioneers, on 
Sales of Real Property.—This is a subject upon which there 
has been considerable, and it must be admitted there still is 
some little, diversity of opinion. The reference to it in the 
last report of the Council of the Incorporated Law Society 
left{your committee no alternative but to take it into their 
serious consideration. That report, and the resolutions 
referred to in it, deal with the question in a manner which 
your committee cannot wholly approve, but substantially 
the condemnation of the custom is deemed by the profession 
generally, as well as by the public, well founded. The 
subject was discussed at a recent and fully attended meeting 
of yourcommittee. They considered that their competence 
did not extend, at all events that it was not expedient to 
extend it, to pronouncing an opinion upon the question of 
auctioneers’ fees, and they therefore confined themselves to 
those of their own profession. The pecuniary interest of 
selicitors in the districts in which the custom obtains were 
by no means under-estimated ; but it was considered that 
their interests should not weigh against higher considerations 
which closely touch the character and honour of the pro- 
fession. Your committee have to report that they passed 
wnanimously the following resolution: “That the com- 
mittee of the Gloucestershire Law Society, while recognizing 
a marked distinction between the Gloucestershire practice of 
charging the purchaser a moderate contract fee, and the 
practice existing in some counties of charging a fee equal to 
one per cent. on the purchase-money, and pevsidion bee the 

ion of the conveyance by the vendor’s solicitor at 
the purchaser's cost, yet having regard to the diversity of 
prectice respecting the amount and application of these fees 
where the custom of charging them exists, and especially to 
the resolution lately passed by the Council of the In- 
corporated Law Society, condemnatory of the custom itself, 
they advise the discontinuance of the practice of charging 
apy sueb fees in the district over which this society extends.”’ 

Whilst anticipating that their resolution will undergo 
disenssion at the annual meeting, your committee venture 
to express a confident hope that it will be accepted by the 
society, and carried into effect by the members generally. 

Seale of Remuneration in Conveyaneing Transactions.— 
It bas been long felt that the scale promulgated by the 

ted Law Society required reconsideration. This 
it is about to receive, not only from the Incorporated 
Society itself, bat from numerous country societies. Your 
committee have had under their consideration a new 
scale, suggested by Mr. Lawrence, and after weighing that 
and several other propositions, they were of opinion that 
there should be one scale of charges for vendors, 
purchasers, mortgagors and mortgagees and that the 
following would be fair and generally acceptable :— 

For £100 to £200, 3 per cent. ; and in addition after the 
first £200 to £1,000, 2 per cent. ; and in addition after the 
first £1,000 up to £10,000, 1 per cent.; and in addition 
after £10,000, 4 per cent. 

The majority of your committee were of opinion that it 
‘wae not desirable to provide a scale to meet the case of the 
same solicitor acting for both parties, and they unanimously 
considered that settlements onght to be excluded, and 
farming leases, which, it had been suggested, should be 
excluded, should be included in a scale. 

Law Library.—It will be seen from the notice convening 


the annual meeting, that your committee have passed a 








resolation recommending the promotion by the society of 
the establishment of a law library at Gloucester, by 
subscribing a sum of thirty guineas per annum. The 
resolution states the terms which your committee claimed, 
and the benefits which, in consideration of the subscription, 
are to be secured to the members of the society. 

Mr. A. S. Helps and Mr. Gardom, as a deputation from 
the Gloucestershire solicitors, attended a meeting of your 
committee at which certain proposals were considered, and 
Messrs. Winterbotham, Carter, and Taynton, wore appointed 
a sub-committee to attend at Gl ter to consid e 
matter with the promoters of the scheme there, and to report 
whether it should be taken up or aided by the society, 
Their report was considered at a subsequent meeting of 
your committee, and after considerable discussion the 
resolution which appears in the notice of meeting was 
adopted. 

The principal reason urged against the subscription wag 
that the annual grant of so large asum as thirty guineas 
might impair the society’s ability to relieve poor and necesgj- 
tous members, and the widows and families of deceased mem. 
bers. It should be remembered that the greater part of the 
society’s income is now devoted to these beneficent purposes, 
Your committee found that the ability to continue the present 
eleemosynary grants would not be affected by a subscription 
of the amount referred to, whilst they were at the same time 
reminded that the proposed outlay in support of a library, 
was not only a reasonable regard for present requirements, 
but quite consistent with the objects of the society as origin- 
ally promulgated. 

Your committee are assured that a considerable increase 
in the number of members of the society will result from 
this annual payment. The resolution of the committee can 
therefore be supported from a financial point of view, 
and your committee have no hesitation in advising its 
adoption. 

Bankruptcy and County Court Bills.—Your committes 
regret they have been unable to give much attention to these 
Bills. - They are glad to say, however, that the Incorporated 
Law Society and the Committee of the Associated Societies, 
have taken considerable pains with them, and the former 





have with regard to the County Courts Bill, published s. 


series of “reasons”? against the proposed extension of 
county court jurisdiction, with which your committes 
generally coincide, 

A few remarks upon two or three subjects which wer 
discussed at the last annual general meeting, and ata 
= special general meeting, will not be out of 
place. 

At the former, the attention of the society was drawn by 
the vice-president to what he and other members believed to 
be an infringement of 32nd section of the Solicitors Act, 
1843, by a solicitor residing in Gloucestershire ; and the 
matter was referred to your committee for investigation, and 
to report to a special general meeting. In cases of this 
nature it is necessary that the proofs of the offence should 
be-clear beyond question, and in this instance the usual 
difficulties arose in obtaining satisfactory evidence. Happily 
it was not necessary to proceed with the inquiry, as the 
solicitor whose conduct was impugned voluntarily ceased 
to practise in the mode complained of. Your committe: 
and the society are thus relieved from a painful investi- 
gation. 

The Society’s Prizes.—At the last annual meeting a reso 
lution was passed, authorizing the award of prizes to articled 
clerks of members of the society, who might obtain prizes or 
certificates of honorary distinction at their fina! examination. 
A circular issued by direction of your committee, on the 
8th of April last, with the regulations annexed, shows 
how the resolution has been carried into effect. 

Select Committee on Land Registration.—At a special 
general meeting held at Stroud, on the 18th of June last, 
this subject was considered. A communication from Mr. 
Lawrence and a paper from Mr. Forrester were presented; 
and in the result the meeting resolved, ‘ That the requite- 
ments of registration, either of assurances or of titles, wou 
be the means of occasioning an increase of expense and delay 
in the transfer of land, which would be especially oppressive 
in small transactions, and also an objectionable publicity of 
private affairs, without a corresponding advantage in respect 
of prevention of fraud; and deprecated jin the interests of 
the public any legislation which would make any 
registration one of a compulsory character.” 

. Winterbotham was requested on behalf of the society 
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to attend a meeting of the Associated Provincial Law 
Societies, which was to be held upon the subject, on the 
91st of June following; and he and Mr. Ellett and Mr. 
Helps were requested to give evidence before Mr. Osborne 
Morgan’s committee. ‘ ae 

Mr. Winterbotham attended the associated societies’ meet- 
ing, and formed one of a deputation from that meeting to 
Mr. Osborne Morgan, on the same day, when it was arranged 
that Mr. Winterbotham, with other solicitors, should be 
examined before the committee. The committee were 
unable to conclude their investigation last session, and on 
sitting again this year, Mr. Winterbotham tendered his 
evidence, intimating that it would go to the question of the 
large number of small transactions that would be pre- 
judicially affected by the increased cost incident to any yet 
suggested system of registration of deeds or titles. The 
reply of the clerk to the committee was that al! the evidence 
desired on that head had been taken—indeed, it may be 
stated that at the interview with Mr. Osborne Morgan it 
was almost admitted that the committee did not see how 
registration could be made applicable to small transactions. 
The report of the select committee it is expected will shortly 
be laid before Parliament, when it will be certain to receive 
that attention which a subject of such moment demands. 

The society is to be congratulated upon the election of ten 
new members at the last, and upon the nomination of 
fourteen more at the present annual, meeting. 

The committee regret to have to record the death of Mr. 
W.H. Bubb, of Cieltenham, one of the members of the 
committee, and for many years a member of the society, and 
whose valuable assistance on committees of the society will 
be greatly missed. Mr. Bubb’s death has created a vacancy 
in the number of the trustees of the society, which will 
have to be filled up at the next annual meeting. 





BRADFORD LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETY. 


A meeting of the members of the Bradford Law 
Students’ Society was held in the Grand Jury Room at the 
West Riding Court House, Bradford, on Friday evening, 
when the prizes were distributed to the successful candidates 
in the prize essay competition by Mr. W. T. S. Daniel, Q.C., 
the president of the society. Mr. Daniel, in opening the 
proceedings, expressed the pleasure which he felt in attend- 
ing, as president of the society, on that occasion, to distri- 
bute the prizes. The course which he had taken was the 
same as he had adopted in former years, namely, to avail 
himself of the assistance of the two vice-presidents who 
were not practising members of the profession in Bradford 
—he referred to Mr. Robinson, the county court registrar, 
and Mr. McGowan, the town clerk. He had.read through 
the essays himself, and then sent them to those gentlemen 
without in any way communicating his own views upon the 
subject. It had been somewhat difficult to decide between 
the merits of the second and third essays, but there had 
been no difficulty as to the essay to which the first prize had 
been allotted, that essay being marked by great merit. If 
it had been consistent with the giving of the prizes, the 
authors of the essays to which the second and third places 
had been assigned would have been marked equal. All the 
essays possessed distinct merit, and he should be happy to 
offer to Mr. Macmaster, a present from himself (Mr. 
Daniel), which was a copy of Mr. Evan’s work on “ Agency 
in Matters of Contract and Tort,” which he hoped that 
gentleman would find a useful work ; and to Mr. Ackroyd 
a copy of the “ Digest of the Law of Partnership,” by 

*Mr. Pollock. Mr. Daniel then presented the first prize 
to Mr. Gordon. This prize had been given by Mr. 
H. F. Killick, and consisted of a copy of each of the 
following works :—‘Dart’s Vendors and Purchasers,” 
“ Gale on Easements,” and ‘Snell's Equity.” The second 
prize, given by the society, was presented to Mr. Hudson, 
and consisted of a copy of “ Williams’ Bankruptcy,” 
‘Snell’s Equity,” and “ Haynes's Probate and Divorce.” 
Mr. Daniel, in conclusion, remarked upon the indebted- 
ness of the society to the gentlemen who came forward 
and offered prizes for competition for essays of that de- 
Scription, and said that he thought the thanks of the 
students were properly dae to Mr. Killick for the prize 
Which he had presented on that occasion. Mr: Gordon 
Proposed, and Mr. Wheelwright seconded, a vote of thanks 
to Mr, Killick tor the prize given by him, and to Mr. 
Daniel for judging the essays. Mr. Killick, in responding, 








said he was very glad to have an opportunity of assisting 
to promote the stability and success of the society, because 
he thought it was a good movement, and effected valuable 
results, in so far a8 it tended to promote amongst the 
students the reading of the solid and standard works which 
it was necessary for them to go through in order to take 
part inthe competitions. With regard to the vote of thanks 
to Mr. Daniel, Mr. Killick observed that every member of 
the profession in Bradford would agree that his Honour was 
entitled to their gratitude and thanks for his kindness in 
promoting, in every way, the interests of the profession, 
and the dignity of the law throughout the town and dis- 
trict. Mr. Daniel, in acknowledging the vote, remarked 
that it was fifty-seven years since he entered the legal 
profession as an articled clerk. He had the good fortune 
to be ushered into the profession in the office of a gentle- 
man who always maintained throughout the whole of his 
long life—and he was still living—the honour of the profes 
sion ; and that gentleman had found in the rich rewarde 
which had followed upon a long professional career the ad- 
vantages derived from maintaining the interest of his clien& 
as being the interest which best served himself. He had beem 
very much pleased to connect himself with that society. He 
believed that law students now, in the course of legal educa~ 

tion, possessed advantages greater than those enjoyed by 

candidates for the bar. Far be it from him to underrate the 
value of the legal education which was provided for members 
of the bar, but he was sure that it was defective in oue res< 
pect in which articled clerks had an advantage. The latter 

were doing what medical students did when they walked the 
hospitals, and what engineers did when they worked at the 

forge. Men who were educated for the bar might be more 

scientific, but they were less practical. Hs would not place 
practice above science, but he was quite sure that the best 

mode of making a sound lawyer was to unite practice with 
science, and he believed that the education which was pro= 
vided for students by the Incorporated Law Society, com- 
bined with the advantage which they had in passing through 
a solicitor’s office, gave them an advantage which the stadeats 
of the Inns of Court had not—the advantage of combining 
practice with science. In conclusion he said that, if Mr. 

Killick had had the opportunity of reading the essays, he 

was sure that that gentleman would be satisfied that his 

valuable prize had not been thrown away.—A debate after- 
wards took place on the following subject :—‘“ Is a counsel 
justified in defending a prisoner whom he firmly believes to 

be guilty ?” The affirmative side was taken by Mr. Wheel- 

wright and Mr. Midgley, and the negative by Mr. Moore 

and Mr. Macmaster. Mr. Daniel made some remarks upor 

the subject, and on the sense of the meeting being taken, the 

affirmative was carried by seven to two.—A cordial vote of 

thanks to Mr. Daniel for presiding, brought an interesting 

meeting to a close. 


SOCIAL SCIENCE ASSOCIATION. 


At a meeting of the association, held on Monday ia 
their rooms, 1, Adam-street, Adelphi, a paper was read by 
Mr. J. Leybourne Goddard ‘‘On the Law of Copyright, 
with special reference to the term for the duration thereof, 
and the report of the late Royal Commission with reference 
thereto,” 

Sir Travers Twiss, Q.C., took the chair. 

Mr. Gopparp, referring to the fact that the commissioners 
who reported in May, 1878, were not unanimous in their re 
commendations, said that he appeared as an advocate of the 
views put forward by Sir Louis Mallet ina separate report, 
in which three other commissioners concurred, with regard 
to the term for copyright. Sir Louis Mallet, instead of 
the existing terms of copyright, or that which was proposed 
in substitution for them, suggested as the term a tired 
number of years, to be reckoned from the date of regis- 
tration. As it was proposed to establish a system of 
compulsory registration, the act of registration, whick 
would almost invariably be performed as soon as & work 
was published, or as soon as protection was needed, seemed 
an appropriate commencement for the right. In the case 
of books, fifty years appeared to be, in present circum- 
stances, @ suitable time for a work to be protected ; bat 
, he was not disposed to recommend any extension of the 
terms of protection afforded by the existing laws te other 
works which were the sabject of copyright, as he thought 
that the tendency of legislation should be rather towards 
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greater freedom than towards greater restriction. Among 
the arguments put forward in favour of this suggestion, it 
was pointed out that the term was sufficiently long to give 
an author or artist a prospect of adequate remuneration, 
whether he happened to live long or to die early; that the 
greatest certainty would exist as to facts—whether a work 
was copyright, when the copyright began, in whom it was 
vested, and when it would terminate—and the information 
would be obtainable with the greatest ease and at nominal 
cost ; the excessive difference in the case of the works of 
different authors which would spring from the adoption of 
the term of life and thirty years, as proposed, would be 
avoided; and, lastly, no exceptional terms would be re- 
quired, either for anonymous works or works published 
after the author’s death, for encyclopedias, for photographs, 
engravings, or similar works, or for works produced by 
firms or companies. 

The CaarrMan said he thought a great deal was to be said 
in favour of Sir Louis Mallet’s proposal as regarded the two 

rinciples of registration and certainty in the term of the 

uration of copyright. These two points seemed to him 
important considerations in preparing the way for an inter- 
national copyright law. The principle of registration seemed 
to have commended itself to the younger members of the 
family of nations—the United States and Canada—and to some 
extent this was a strong argument in favour of its adoption. 
With regard to the term, Sir Travers Twiss said that, as a 
sentimental objection might be raised to the possibility of 
the copyright expiring during the lifetime of the author, he 
would suggest sixty instead of fifty years for the duration of 
the right. In the discussion which followed a majority of 
the speakers appeared to be in favour of a fixed term dating 
from the registration of the subject of the copyright. 








Appuinturents, Ete. 


Mr. Cuartes Synez CuristopHer Bowen, barrister, 
who has been appointed a Judge of the Queen’s Bench 
Division, in the place of Sir John Mellor, resigned, is the 
son of the Rev. Christopher Bowen. He was educated at 
Rugby, and was formerly fellow of Balliol College, Oxford, 
where he graduated first class in /iter@ humaniores in 1858. 
He obtained the Hertford Scholarship in 1855, the Ireland 
Scholarship and the Chancellor’s Prize for Latin verse in 
1857, and the Arnold Prize in 1859. He was called to the 
bar at Lincoln’s - inn in Hilary Term, 1861, and is a 
member of the Western Circuit. He was for several years 
recorder of the borough of Penzance, and in 1872 he sne- 
ceeded the late Mr. Justice Archibald in the office of junior 
common law counsel to the Treasury. 


Mr. Pare Cuasemore Gates, Q.C., has been appointed 
Recorder of the Borough of Brighton, in succession to Mr. 
John Locke, Q.C., M.P., who has resigned, Mr, Gates 
was educated at Caius College, Cambridge, where he 
graduated as a sevior optime in 1847. He was called to 
the bar at the Inner Temple in Michaelmas Term, 1850, 
and practises on the South-Eastern Circuit. He became a 
Queen’s Counsel in 1874, and he is a bencher of the Inner 
‘Temple. 


Mr. Justice Grove received the honorary degree of LL.D. 
at the Cambridge commencement on Tuesday last. 


Mr. Smwney Hacker, solicitor, of Newton Abbott, has 
been appointed Clerk to the Teign Conservancy Board, in 
succession to Mr. Henry Michelmore, resigned. Mr. Hacker 
was admitted a solicior in 1875. 


Mr. AtEexanpeR HeEttarp, solicitor, of Portsmouth, 
has been elected Deputy Town Clerk for that borough. 
Mr. Hellard was admitted a solicitor in 1859, and is in 
partnership with his father, Mr. Charl-s Bettesworth Hellard, 
the clerk to the Portsmouth Burial Board. 


Mr. Freperick Vivian Hit, solicitor (of the firm of 
Grylls, Hill, & Hill), of Helston, has been appointed a 
Magistrate for that borough, Mr. Hill is mayor of Helston 
for the present, and has been for the four preceding, years, 
He was admitted a solicitor in 1853, and is clerk to the 
county magistrates, the Helston Board of Guardians and 
Rural Sanitary Aathority, the South Helston Highway Board, 
and the Helston Turnpike Trust. The firm are stewards 








and agents of his Grace the Duke of Leeds, Sir R. R. Vyvyan, 
bart., Rev. H. A. H. M. St. Aubyn, Lieutenant-Colone} 
Grylls, trustees of W. J. Trevelyan, Esq., deceased, and 
several other landowners. 


Mr. Cuartes JAMES PartincTon, solicitor, of No. 3, 


South-square, Gray’s-inn, has been appointed a Com. ° 


missioner to administer Oaths in the Supreme Court of 
Judicature. 

Mr. Jonn Ricwarpson, Q.C., has been elected a Bencher 
of the King’s-inn, Dublin. 

Mr. Ricnarp Sparkzs, solicitor (of the firm of Capron & 
Sparkes), of Guildford, has been appointed a Commissioner 
to administer Oaths in the Supreme Court of Judicature. 





Zeqal Pews. 


At a meeting recently held at Westport, in Ireland, it 
was resolved—‘* That the occupiers being unable to pay the 
current rents owing to bad harvests and other depreciations 
of farmers’ produce, any landlord who evicts a tenant for 
non-payment of an unfair rent is an enemy to the human 
race.” 

At Clerkenwell Police-court on Tuesday John Litabliere 
Litton, describing himself as a barrister, but lately dis- 
barred, was charged on remand with having forged and 
uttered a certain deed purporting to be the assignment of 
a lease of the house and premises, 17, Upper Montague- 
street, Marylebone. The facts of the case were stated by 
us last week, The depositions having been completed, the 
prisoner was committed for trial at the Old Bailey. 

The Citizen states that the report drawn up by the 
Officers and Clerks Committee of the corporation, to be pre- 
sented at the next meeting of the common council, recom- 
mends that the salary of the office of Controller shall be 
fixed at £1,500 per annum. As it is clear that all the 
business of the department can be done by or throngh a 
duly certificated solicitor, while it is doubtful whether 





some portions can be undertaken by a barrister-at-law, — 


they recommend the selection of the former for the post. 


The Central Law Journal cites a case of Wightman y, 
Coates (15 Mass. 1), an action for breach of promise of 
marriage, in which, there being some argument on the 
point that no such action lay in that country, the Chief 
Justice says : “ This is not a new doctrine.’ He adds that 
several suits of a similar character had already been before 
him, and recollects more than one while he was at the bar. 
“Indeed,” he concludes, “ there is no couatry in which the 
relative situation of the sexes and their joint influence on 
society would render such a principle of jurisprudence more 
usefal or necessary.” 

In reply to a toast of “ The Bench and the Rar,” at a din- 
ner at the Merchant Taylors’ Hall on Wednesday, the Lord 
Chief Justice said he could not allow that occasion to pass 
without referring to the great loss which the administration 
of law in this country had that day sustained in the retire- 
ment from the bench of that great judge of inestimable 
worth, Sir John Mellor. A sound lawyer, a sound thinker, 
and a zealous, honest, faithful, public servant, his loss 
would be regretted by the whole bar of England and by his 
colleagues on the bench as irreparable. It was not alone as 
a judge that he excelled. A more straightforward, more 
honest, more honourable man in all the relations of life 
never existed than Sir John Mellor. 


In the course of a case heard before the Leeds County 
Court on the 4th inst., Mr. Daniel, Q.C., the judge, strongly 
animadverted upon the action of advertising money lenders, 
who professed to help needy tradesmen and debtors out of 
their pecuniary difficulties. These persons were assisting 
the debtors to defraud creditors to an enormous extent—to 
the extent of millions of money. He did not state this with- 
out having well considered the matter. If they referred to 
the last report of the Controller presented to the Lord Chan- 
cellor, and through him to the Houses of Parliament, they 
would find that there had been £54,000,000 of bad debts 
during the last three years, and Table 8 of the report showed 
that of 736 bankruptcies and liquidations during the year 
1877, more than half paid nothing, or only paid sufficient to 
defray the costs of soaliaasion, 
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On Tuesday, before the Liverpool magistrates, Joseph Peat, 
wholesale butcher, was summoned for having on his pre- 
mises eight dogs for which he had no licences. It was stated 
that Mr. Peat, who supplies shipping with meat, was keep- 
ing the dogs temporarily to oblige captains with whom he 
did business ; and, as the animals did not belong to him, 
the defendant thought it would be hard to compel him to 
pay taxes forthem. Mr. J. H. Wilson, one of the magis- 
trates, remarked that the question was a very important 
one, because it was a very great convenience that captains 
coming into the port should have some place to send their 
dogs to. Ha thought the defendant was liable unless he 
could show that the licence duty had been paid. Mr. 
Hughes, another magistrate, was of opinion that the defend- 
ant was not liable if he could prove he was not the owner of 
the animals. He had consulted the stipendiary magistrate, 
whose opinion was that it was incumbent on the defendant 
to produce the owners of the dogs. The bench eventually 
postponed the case, and advised the excise not to proceed 
further if Mr. Peat took out licences to represent the number 
of dogs he had on his premises. 


The Scotsman prints an interlocntor of a facetious Scotch 
sheriff (Sheriff Murray) relating to a case where one widow 
sued anotber for damages for assault and slander. The 
sheriff thus describes the conflict between the plaintiff and 
defendant, the cause of which appears to have been the 
faithlessness of aman named Reid. The sheriff finds, “ (7) 
That in October Reid relapsed, and on the 27th of October 
widow No. 1 went about eight p.m. to the shop of the other 
widow in a very irate frame of mind, found Reid there, and 

t him out, when he escaped, and she thought he had gone 
ack to widow No. 2; (8) that widow No. 1 rushed back 
twice to the abode of widow No. 2 in search of the fugitive, 
and passages of arms ensued between the two widows, widow 
No. 1 caliing widow No. 2 by opprobrious names, the latter 
retorting in kind. Widow No. 1 threw a basket of apples 
and pears at widow No. 2, which scratched her face, and 
used her hand to bleed her rival’s nose and to drag her 
through the shop by the hair, while widow No. 2 retorted 
bya slight castigation with a poker, which partially 
blackened the face of the senior widow ; (9) that widow No. 
2 charged widow No. 1 at the Police-office with assault, and 
widow No. 1 did not appear, and forfeited a pledge of 
10s. 6d. ; (10) that since then wiluw No. 1 has fortified her 
position by marrying Reid; finds on the whole case and in 
law that the pursuer having, on the occasion complained of, 
retalisted both in words and acts for the wrong done her, 
cannot now in addition demand damages therefor.” 








Hiah Cowmt of BFustice, 
QUEENS BENCH DIVISION. 


(Sittings in Banco, before Cocksurn, C.J., and Mettor, J.). 
June 10.—Jn the Matter of a Solicitor, on the Application 
of the Solicitor for the Treasury. 

This was an application on the part of the Solicitor for 
the Treasury against a solicitor, whom he had employed 
to conduct a prosecution, for not duly accounting for cer- 
tain money intrusted to him for the purposes of the prose- 
cution. It appeared that a certain sum of money had been 
advanced by the Solicitor for the Treasury to the solicitor, 
part of which would be payable to witnesses as “ subsist- 
ence money,” or for expenses, and the whole had been 
accounted for except the sum in dispute, and the bill of 
costs had been paid. The sum in dispute was a sum of 
£13 out of that which the solicitor represented as having 
been paid to the witnesses, but which, it appeared, had 
been satisfied by setting off certain sums alleged to have 
been due to him from them for certain services, the nature 
of which, however, he had refused to specify. This was 
an application on the part of the Solicitor for the Treasury 
to compel him to give an account of the sum in dispute, 
showing how and in what way he had paid it. 

Muir Mackenzie, on the part of the Solicitor for the 
Treasury, moved for an order calling upon the solicitor to 
answer the matters stated in the affidavit filed on behalf of 
the Solicitor for the Treasury, urging that the money was 
poblic money, and that according to the rules of the 
saeneney every farthing of it ought to be accounted for ; 

u 








The Court, after hearing him, thought that no case of 
misconduct was made out which would warrant such an 
application. Such an application could only be founded 
on some kind of misconduct, and the mere refusal to 
account in a particular way or according to the rales of 
the Treasury did not amount to such misconduct. It was 
not as though the money had not been paid or accounted 
for in any way. It had been paid and accounted for in a 
certain way—that is, by mutual arrangement and set-off ; 
and it did not appear that the witnesses had been wronged, 
or that there had been anything morally wrong on the part 
of the solicitor. The application therefore, was refused.— 
Times. 





COMMON PLEAS DIVISION. 
(Sittings in Banco, before LinpLEY and Loprss, JJ.) 
May 30.—Jn re David Blelloch, a Solicitor. 

In this case a rule had been obtained on behalf of the Incor- 
porated Law Society to show cause why the defendant should 
not be struck off the roll. Itappeared that the defendant had 
been intrusted by a Mr. Carter with a cheque for £8 14s, 6d., 
to be paid into court on his behalf in a county court action 
which he was defending. The cheque was given too late to 
be available for the purpose for which it was intended ; but, 
instead of returning it to Mr. Carter, it appeared that the 
defendant cashed the cheque and kept the money and 
appropriated it to his own use. An execution was placed in 
Mr. Carter’s house and he was put to great inconvenience. 

Winch, who appeared on behalf of the defendant to show 
cause, urged that he had been fifteen years in his profession, 
and that this was the first time he had swerved from the 
strict path of duty. 

Murray, on behalf of the Incorporated Law Society, sup- 
ported the rule. 

LINDLEY, J., said it was impossible to accept the defence 
which had been addressed to the court as any justi- 
fication of the defendant’s conduct. There was a clear 
misappropriation of the money, which was utterly unjustifi- 
able, and Mr. Blelloch must be suspended from the roll for 
a twelvemonth, and pay the costs of the rule. 

Lopgs, J., concurred. 





County Courts. 


LEEDS. 
(Before W. T. S. Dantat, Esq., Q.C., Judge.) 
June 4.—Re Miles Hall. 


Tn this case the registrar had refused to register the reso- 
lutions passed at a meeting of creditors of Miles Hall, cloth 
manufacturer and merchant, of Leeds and Gildersome, 
which was held at Huddersfield on the 25th of April. The 
refusal of the registrar to register the resolutions was on the 
ground that “ snch resolutions were not assented to by the 
statutory majority prescribed by the Act.” 

His Honour, in giving judgment, referred to the relative 
advantages of liquidation and bankruptcy. He said that it 
appeared that the statutory majority relied upon as having 
given validity to these resolutions represented not one-fourth 
of the creditors present at the meeting. There was such a large 
number of persons present that it became expedient to remove 
to another place, and he gathered from theaffidavit of thechair« 
man that the meeting was very unruly and that violence was 
actually offered by persons who were turned ont. The 
meeting lasted for two hours, and it was left to the court 
to infer what scenes were going on during that time. 
Several of the creditors who proved, and in respect to 
whose right to vote no question had been raised, left the 
meeting, tired of the wrangling that was going on. It 
was said, however, that before leaving the meeting they 
signed a memorandum to the effect that they had con- 
curred with the resolution. That, however, had no bear- 
ing on the question of the legal validity of the resolution 
passed. In considering the question raised in this motion, 
the experience under the Act of 1869 had made manifest 
to many persons that the interests of dond fide creditors in 
the proper administration of an estate by themselves, as 
distinct from official administration by the court, were far 
better secured by administration in bankraptcy, under 
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the Act of 1869, than by administration in liquidation, 
and for three reasons. The first meeting in bankruptcy 
was held before an officer of the court, who had public 
duties to discharge, and who had no interests which were 
Calcnlated to interfere with the exercise of a proper judg- 
ment as to the course of proceedings. The next reason 
was this—and a very substantial advantage it was—that 
the bankrupt was bound in bankruptcy to pass a public 
examination, and if, as occasionally—and he was afraid not 
unfrequently—happened, the debtor and the trustee were 
Virtually one, the trustee being the nominee of the debtor, 
protecting and caring for his interests rather than the 
interests of the body he represented, a creditor could 
insist on a public examination, and search the bankrupt’s 
conscience as to his dealings and transactions. That was an 
advantage which in liquidation the creditors had not. There 
everything was private, and the creditors were entirely at 
the mercy of the trustee and the committee of inspection. 
The third reason—and far more important for the interest of 
creditors— was this, that trustees were bound in bankruptcy 
to submit their accounts periodically to the controller, and 
subject to his supervision, were kept in check against abuses 
which he was afraid were committed under liquidation. 
These three advantages might well justify any large creditor 
in desiring bankruptcy in preference to liquidation. In’ this 
case the proofs of debt were produced before the registrar; 
they had been found by the registrar to be in accordance 
with the affidavit of the debtor, and his Honour was of 
opinion that this was not a case in which the court was 
called upon to deprive a great majority of the creditors of 
the benefit of proper administration under the Act of 1869. 
He was of opinion, therefore, that the registrar had exercised 
a proper discretion in refusing to register the resolutions, and 
he dismissed the motion, with costs. 








Leqislattaw of the Week. 


HOUSE OF COMMONS. 
JUNE 9.—BILL IN COMMITTEE. 
Customs anp Intanp Revenve (clauses 1—15), 
BILLS READ A THIRD TIME. 

Parrvate Briis.—Alliance Gas, Blackpool Extension and 
Improvement, Dun Drainage Act Amendment, Furness Rail- 
way, Halesowen Railway, Knutsford Light and Water, 
Leicester Corporation, Manchester, Sheffield, and Lincoln- 
shire Railway, Newcastle-upon-Tyne and Gateshead Gas, 
Ramsgate and Margate Tramways, South Shields Gas, White- 
haven Town and Harbour Trust Extension. 

JUNE 10.—BILL IN COMMITTEE. 
Aruy Discrpiine anp REeGuLaTION son 44), 
BILLS READ A THIRD TIME. 

Parvate Biris.—City of London School, Queenstown 
Gas, West Kent Main Sewerage. 

BILL READ A FIRST TIME. 

Bri to avrHorize THE MerroponitaN Boarp or Worxs 
TO DEVRAY EXPENSES INCURRED IN RELATION TO THE 
PROMOTION OF CERTAIN BiLLs IN PARLIAMENT RELATING 
TO THE SUPPLY OP WATER TO THE Mertropouis. (Sir J. 
MG. Hogg.) 

JUNE 11—BILLS READ A THIRD TIME. 

Private Brtis.—Metropolis (Little Coram-street, Blooms- 
bury; Wells-street, Poplar; Great Peter-street, Westminster) 
Improvement Provisional Orders Confirmation ; Local Govern- 
ment (Highways) Provisional Orders (Dorset, &c.); Local 
Government (Highways) Provisional Orders (Gloucester and 
bm tale Local Government Provisional Orders (Aspull, 

)- 





Court Papers. 
SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 


Rota or ReGisTRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON 





Covet og Master or Tun 
Date. ‘Apress. Rows, V.C. Mautiys, 

Mondsy .... . 16Mr.Merivale Mr. Farrer Mr. Cobby 
Tuesday ..... o 47 ing Teesdale Jac 
Wednesday.... 18 Merivale Farrer Cobby 
Thursday ....19 King Teesdale Jackson 
7 PPT Te 20 Merivale Farrer Cobby 
Saturdey.,.... 21 King Teesdale Jackson 














v.0.Bacow, V.C.Hat, Mr. iad 
Monday ....... 16Mr. PembertonMr, Leach Mr. Clowes 


Tuesday ...... 17 Ward Latham Koe 
Wednesday.... 18 Pemberton Leach Clowes 
Thursday .... 19 Ward Latham Koe 
Friday .....e0 20 Pemberton Leach Clowes 
Saturday...... 21 Ward Latham Koe 





COURT OF APPEAL. 

List oF APPEALS FoR TRINITY SiTTINGs, 1879. 
APPEALS FROM THE CHANCERY DIVISION, 
For Hearing. 

1878. 

Cane v Muller app of deft VCM—June7 (SO June 


30) 

Samuel v Samuel app of plt M R—June 7 (S O June 21) 

Robbins v Vestry of St Marylebone app of plt VC H—June 
20 (S O for security) 

Sturges v Bridgman app of deft MR—July 1 

Brown vHenty App of defts Henty & Sons VC H—Aug3 

Carver v Bowker app of deft R. C. Bowker from V.C. of 
County Palatine of Lancaster—Aug 9 (June 16 by order) 

In re Ord decd Dickinson v Dickinson app of deft Ord VC 
H—Nov 16 

Thomas v Mytton appof deft Bates V C H—Nov 29 

In re The Thames Iron & Ship Building Colimd app of S E 
Bullmer and aur M R—Dec 3 

Pheysey v Pheysey appofA A Tartas V C H—Dec 12 

Pettitt vy Wiseman app of plts M R—Dec 12 

Ellison vy Mercer app of deft V C B—Dec 13 

Lee v Nuttall app of plt from V C of County Palatine of Lan- 
caster—Dec 14 

Wheeldon v Burrows app of deft V C B—Dec 20 

Nelson, Donkin & Co v Dahl & Co app of plts MR—Dec 31 


1879. 

Cater v Barker app of plt set down by order VC Wood— 
Jan2 

Wegmann v Corcoran app of plaintifffrom findings Fry, J 
—Jan 2 wa vCorcoran app of plt from judgt Fry, 
J—Jan 

Sherwen v Selkirk app of Whitehaven Bank V C M—Jan7 

Renals v Cowlishaw app of plts VC H—Jan 1l 

Fox v Forster app of defts Forster and anr V C H —Jan 16 

In re Battersby app of Margt Kenyon and ors M R—Jan 20 

In re South Llanharran Colliery Co, limd app of Trew Jegon 
(director) V C H—Jan 22 

In re Grice app of George Harriss M R—Jan 23 

Meyer v Schacher app of deft V C B—Jan 24 (S O for 


seourity) 

Im re Richmond, deceased Richmond v White app of deft 
White V C H—Jan 28 

Blamires v Tatham app of deft VC H—Feb 1 

In re The Government Security Fire Insurance Co, limd app 
of liquidator VC H—Feb4 

Wrightson v The Attorney-General app of ptner VC M— 


eb 5 

Dence v Mason app of deft in person V C M—Feb7 (S O 
for security) : 

Bannister v ier app of deft Harrison VC M—Feb 11 

In re Patent Davit and Boat Detaching Co app of official 
liquidator V C B—Feb 12 

Norton v London and North-Western Railway Co app of defts 
VC M—Feb 18 

In re Parkinson, deceased Parkinson v Parkinson app of plts 
M R—Feb 20 (S O for security) 

In re Diamond Fuel Co appofCo VC M—Feb 22 

Newington Local Board v Cottingham Local Board app of plts 
V C M—Feb 24 

Edwards v Clark app of deft E R Clark VC M—Feb 25 

In re Raine, deceased app of Charlotte R Raine V C M— 
Feb 26 

In re Darby, deceased, Homfray v Darby app of plt M R— 
Feb 26 


e 

In re Bell, deceased, Bath v Bell app of defts Bell &anr Fry, 
J—Feb 28 

Pilling v Lancashire & Yorkshire Ry Co app of deft co from 
V C of County Palatine of Lancaster—Mar 3 

General Meat Supply Association, limd, v Boufller app of deft 
VC B—Mar 8 

Lord Rokeby v Elliot app of defts Fry, J—Mar 12 

Bewley v Atkinson app of plt V C H—Mar 17 

In re The United Kingdom Electric Telegraph Co app of JS 


Christopher & anr C B—Mar 18 
Gaskin v Balls app of deft VC B—Mar 18 
In re Gee, deceased, Laming v Gee app of plt VC H—Mar 


25 

In re Norrington, deceased, Brindley v Partridge app of plts 
VC B—April 3 

In re Haynes and Pocl app of Haynes M R—April 4 
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Anre Sharp, decd, Collins v Sharp, Turner v Sharp app of 
plts in foes vSharp M R—April 5 —— 

Adaye v Adaye app of deft H R Adye Fry, J—April 21 

Jn re Thomas Hunter, decd, Harcourt v Mitchell app of defts 
Nancy Mitchell and anr—V C Hi April 22 

Orr rg & Cov Johuston & Co app of defts VC H— 
Apri 

In 2 Richards & Co app of Co from order on petn Fry, J— 


ri 

To 3 ee & Co app of Co from order on motion Fry, J 
—Apri 

In re Richards & Co app of The Aberdare, &c, Coal Co from 
orders on petn and motion Fry, J—April 24 

Jordan v Young app of deft Robert Hone V C B—April 29 

Ramsden v Sharpe app of defts M R—April 30 

Whiteley v Pearce app of deft VC B—May 1 

Millsv Jennings app of plts V C B—May 1 

Tamplin v James app of deft L J Baggallay for VC M— 


May 1 

dm Ball app of deft VC B—May 3 

Inre The Trade Marks Act—Ex parte Rotherham app of Re- 
gistrar of Trade Marks V C B—May 3 

Clarke v London and South-Western Bank, limd app of defts 
M R—May 5 

as = decd, Forster v Forster app of deft VC H— 

ay 

Yon Heyden v Neustadt app of defts VC B—May 12 

In re Metropolitan District Ry Co (V & P Act, 1874) app of 
Metropolitan District Railway Co Fry, J—May 12 

Skirrow v Hamilton app of K Mackenzie M R—May 14 


(§ 0) 
Brown v Sewell app of deits V C B—May 21 
Kelly v Byles app of plt V C B—May 22 
In re West of England Bank, Ex parte Branwhite app of 
claimant Branwhite VC M—May 22 
Symonds v Jenks app of plt M R—May 23 
Inre Campbell, decd Tagore v Graves appeal of Strettal from 
order on fur con VC H—May 24 
Levy v Lovell app of Lord VC B—May 29 
— . — ston” - plts = R—May 29 
re Worthi m, Ex parte Bass (Trade Marks Act) a: 
oc aes M R—May 30 : . 
te Alven, decd Burrowes v Loveband. app of Wm 
Richards and anr V C H—June 2 ” 7 


From Orders made on Interlocutory Motions in the 
hancery Division. 


1879. 
Symons od Ramsay app of Mary F Sibben V C H—April 8 


thi 

Palni vGray Sturla v Freccia (and other suits f plt 
in Sturla v Freccia V C M—Mar 12 ate 

Price v Price app of deft J G Price V C B—April 3 (S O for 

security) 

0 nual Co v Ellis, Lever & Co appofdefts M R 

Adams v Griffin app ofdefts M R—April 24 

= v The ae ra ‘Sellenay eee and General Fire 

nsurance Co, limd (in liquidation) app of Hy Hart F 

J, for V C M-April 24 vl ae lies 

In re The Kent Tramway Co, Ex parte Gough app of Gough 
Fry, J—April 25 

ag =, oe Tramway Co, Ex parte Pike app of Pike Fry, 

—Ap 

Mackenzie v Mawley app of deft M R—April 25 

Wake v Henley app of deft M R—May 16° . 

Elwes v Payne app of defts M R for VC M—May 10 

= = J = Moore Gold Mining Co app of liquidator VC 

in a 4 Nazaire Co, limd app of European Bank Fry, J— 

ay 

Newbiggin by the Sea Gas Co v Armstr f 
hia at a S rmstrong app of the Co 

In re Lloyd, decd, Allen v Lloyd app of deft Fry, J—June 4 


£ROM THE QUEEN’S BENCH, COMMON PLEAS, AND 
EXCHEQUER DIVISIONS. 
5 For Judgment. 

Martin v Mackonochie, clerk (Q B) app of Lord Penzance 
from judgment of L C J of England and Mr Justice Mellor— 
Mr Justice Lush diesentiente 

Martin v Mackonochie, clerk app of James Martin from same 

judgment (cav March 19—present Lord Coleridge, Lords 
Justices J ames, Brett, Cotton, and Thesiger) 

Household Fire, &c, Co v Grant (Exch) app of deft from Mr 
Justice Lopes (ca v May 23—present Lords Justices Bram- 
well, Baggullay, and ‘lhesiger) 

Chilton v Cooke (Q B) app of pit from L C J of England and 
Baron Huddleston (ca v May 29—present Lords Justices 
Bramwell, Baggallay, and Thesiger) 


For rearing. 
‘Mayor, &o, of London v London Joint Stock Bank (CP) app 








of def from Lord Coleridge Grant & anr v The Banque 
Franco Egyptienne & anr (CP) app of the Banque from 
judgt on demrs san 

78. 


Lawrence v North London Ry Co (QB) 
on f ¢ after special jury trial before 
Middlesex—Nov 30 

Leigh v Jack (Exch) app of plt from order of Baron Cleasby, 
on demr—Dec i4 

In re a Musical Composition called Kathleen Mavourneen and 
Dermot Astore (QB) app of J F Adams from order of LC J 
of England and Mr Jastice Mellor, expunging entries at Sta- 
tioners Hall Dec 16 

Migotti v Colville (CP) app of plt from judgt after trial before 
Mr Justice Denman—Dec 17 

Maiden v Miner (Exch) app of plts from order of L C Baron 
and Baron Pollock discharging rule nisi—Dec 17 

In re an Arbitration between John Giffard Riddell and The 
Newcastle and Gateshead Water Co (QB) app of J G Riddell 
from the order of Justices Mellor and Manisty, on sp c under 
an award—Dec 18 

Jones v. Bridgman & anr (CP) app of defts from new trial rule, 
discharged by Justices Denman and Lopes—Dec 20 

Roffa v Roscoe & anr (QB) app of pltf from judgt of Baron 
Huddleston at common jury trial in Middlesex—Dec 21 

Ball vy Plummer (Exch) app of plt from judgt at trial before Mr 
Justice Hawkins—Dec 21 

Chatterton & ors v Corthorne (QB) app of defts from judgt of 
Lord Justice Baggallay, at trial without a jury—Dec 23 

Greenwood v Bagshaw (QB) app of defts from judgt of Mr. Jus- 
tice Lush, on f c after trial, without a jury—Dec 27 

Ahearn v Bellman (Exch) app of pit from jugt at trial before 
Mr Justice I.opes—Dec 27 

Liverpool District Registry Sedgwick v Ahearn app of de- 
fendants from judgt of Mr Justice Lopes for Chancery Div— 
Dec 27 sn 

79. 


The Queen v Robert French (QB, Crown side) app of Pro- 
secutor, Thos Botting from L C J of England & Mr Justice 
Manisty quashing order of Sessions—Jan 3 

Steel, Marshall & Co v Foy, Morgan & Co (CP) app of defts 
from judgt at trial before Mr Justice Denman—Jan 4 

Steel, Marshall & Co v Foy, Morgan & Co (C P) rule nisi 

ted Dec 21 on application of defts, by Lords Justices Brett, 
otton & Thesiger 

McGuire v Harvey (Exch) app of defts from order of L C Baron 
and Baron Pollock discharging rale nisi—Jan 6 

Harvey v McGuire (Exch) app of plt from order of L C Baron 
and Baron Policck discharging rule nisi—Jan 6 

Wilkinson v Alston (Q B) app of plt from judgt of Mr Justice 
Lush, after trial in London with special jury—Jan 9 

Lax & anr v The Mayor, &c, of Darlington (Exch) app of deft 
from judgt of Mr Justice Lush at trial—Jan 9 

Sack v Lion (Q B) ape of defts from judgt of Mr Justice 
Manisty at trial in Middlesex, with common juary—Jan 13 

Midgley & anr v Coppock (Exch) app of plt from judgt of Mr 
Justice Lopes at trial—Jan 13 

Grant v Holland (Q B) app of deft Holland from order of Jus- 
tices Mellor and Lush discharging rule nisi—Jan 16 

Metropolitan Board of Works v Stonor (QB) app of plt from 
judgt of Justices Mellor and Lush on special case—Jan 17 

Foster v Sharp (Exch) app of deft from judgt of Baron Cleasby 
at trial—Jan 18 

Markwick v Clark & anr (CP) app of defts from judgt of Jus- 
tices Grove and Liadley on app from County Court—Jan 20 

The Queen v Harrington (Q B, Crown side), judgt of War- 
wickshire County Court—app of F P Bannister & anr from 
L C Baron and Baron Pollock—Jan 29 

The London & North Western Ry Co v The Great Western 
Ry Co (Q B) appof plt from judgt of L C J of England and 

+ Mr Justice Manisty on special case—K'eb 6 

Emma Silver Mining Co, limd, v Lewis and Sons (C P) app of 
defts from judgt of Mr Justice Denman after trial—Feb 6 

Hill, Knt. & ors v The Managers of the Metropolitan Asylum 
District (Q B) app of defts from judgt of Baron Pollock after 
trial with special jury—Feb 11 (Advanced with interlocutory 
app for June 16, by order) 

Monteith v London & South Western Ry Co (Exch) app of 
defts from judgt of Mr Justice Denman at triai—Feb 15 

Hendrickx & anr v Compagnie Laferme, &c, and A Frankau & 
Co (Exch) app of Frankau & Co from judgment of L C Baron 
at trial—Feb 18 

Lowrey, Trustee, &c v Barker & Sons (Exch) app of defts 
from judgt of L J Brett at trial—Feb 18 

Bettyes v Cox & aur (Exch) app of plt from L C J of England 
and Baron Pollock rescinding order of Mr Justice Field and 
affirming Sir F Pollock—Feb 20 

Nelson, Donkin & Co v Lawrence & Co (QB) app of defts 
Hg judgt of Lord Justice Brett, after trial at Newoastle— 

e ) 

Moscrop v Newbold & ors (Exch) app of defts Grime {anr from 

judgt of L J Thesiger at trial—Feb 25 Moscrop v Newbold 


“pp of deft from judgt 


Justice Field in 
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& ors (Exch) app of deft Newbold from judgt of L J Thesiger 
at trial—Feb 25 
Woodgate v Godfrey (Exch) argument of rule nisi for new trial 
granted Feb 24 returnable before Court of Appeal—Feb 27 
Swann v Barber & Co (Exch) argument of rule nisi for. new 
trial granted Feb 7, returnable before Court of Appeal—Feb 


28 

Lewis v Leonard & Son (Exch) app of pltf from judgt of Mr 
Justice Grove at trial—Mar 4 

Edwards & anr v Evans (C P) app of plts from judgt of Mr 
Justice Manisty at trial without a jury—Mar 7 

Buse v Rosser (Q B) app of pltf from Mr Field after trial of 
interpleader issue without a jury—Mar 1 

Griffith v Williams & anr (Exch) argument of rule nisi for new 
a granted Mar 6, returnable before Court of Appeal—Mar 
1 

Brain v Marfell (Exch) app of pltf from judgt of Baron Pollock 
at trial—Mar 18 

The President, &c, of Corpus Christi College, Oxford v 





Rogers, 
alias Petre, aliss Picket, widow (Q B) app of defts from judgt 
of Baron Pollock after trial in Middlesex, without a jury— 
Mar 20 

Stevenson v Watson (C P) app of plt from judgt of Lord | 
Coleridge and Mr Justice Denman on demr—Mar 20 

Bouch v Sevenoaks, Maidstone, & Tunbridge Ry Co (Exch) 
London, Chatham, & Dover Ry Co, ga:nishees (G H Pember 
for himeelf & ors) (Exch) app of defts & G H Pember 
from judgt of L C Bacon and Baron Huddleston on spc—Mar 
20 


Stevenson v Sampson (Exch) app of deft in person from judgt | 
of LC J of England at trial—Mar 22 | 

Scott v Turner (QB) argument of order nisi for new trial 
granted by Court of Appeal—Mar 24 

Lancashire Wagon Co, limd v Nutt.J1 & crs (C P) app of pits 
from judgt of Lord Coleridge and Mr Justice Denman on sp c 
—Mar 24 

Dann & anr v Simmins (C P) app of plts from Justices Den- ; 
—_ a Lopes making rule absolute and judgt of non-suit— 

ar 27 

Perkins v Dangerfield (Q B) app of plt from judgt of Baron 

Pollock after trial in Middlesex with a common jury—Mar 


29 

Freres v Agricultural & Horticultural Co-operative Association, 
limd (Q B) argument of order nisi for new trial granted by 
Court of Appeal—Mar 29 Freres v Agricaltaral and Horti- 
cultural Co-operative Association, limd (Q B) app of pit from 
jadzment of Baron Pollock after trial in Middlesex with a 
common jary—Mar 14 

Pellas & Co v Neptune Marine Insurance Co (C P) app of pits 
from new trial rule discharged by Justices Denman and Lopes | 
—April 2 

Anderson v Pellier (C P) argument of rule nisi granted April 
2 by Court of Appeal—April 4 

Swkes v Kromshroder (CP) argument of rule nisi for new trial 
granted 26th March, returnable before Court of Appeal— 
April 5 

Tame end ors v Benham (CP) appl of deft from newtrial rule 
discharged by Jus‘ices Grove and Lop: s—April 8 

Hamilton & Co v Jehnson & Co (QB) appl of pit from LC J | 
of Eogland and Mr Justice Lush directing judgt to be entered 
for deftt—April 2 

Simm & aor v Anglo-American Telezraph Co (QB) app of 
pit from judgt of Mr Justice Liadley after trial in London, 
with a special jury—April 4 

Americana Telegraph Co, limd v Spurling and anr (QB) app of 
defts from judgt of Mr Justice Lindley after trial in London, | 
with « special jury—April 4 

The Queen v The Swindon New Town Local Board (QB, Crown 
Side) apol of defrs from order of LC J of England and Mr 
Justice Mello-, affirming order « f sessioms—April 12 

Foulkes v The Metropcltaa District Ry Co (CP) appl of defts 
from new trial rule discharged by Justices Grove and Lopes— 
April 16 

Tae Qaeen, In re David, one, &c v Para-ll & Jones (QB, Crown 
Side) appeal of A J David from LC J uf Eogland and Jastice 
Mellor—April 17 

Tse Queen, on the Prosecation of Edward Maitland v Rev A 
Wileon and ors, the Vicar and Churchwardens of Tottenham 
(Q B, Crown Side) app of proseeusor from oder of LC J of | 
England and Mr Justice Mellor dscharging rale for manda- | 
mte—April 17 

Eashton v Smith (Q B) app of deft from jadgt of L J Thesiger 
after jary trial—April 21 | 

Divey, trading, &e v Shannon (Exch) app of pitf from order | 
of Mr Suatice Hawkins on d-mr— April 21 

Tinsley v The Siar Life Assurance Society (Q B) app of deft 
fromm Sudgt AL J Cotton after common jary trial m fuffolk 
—April 

Morris & ors v Reddish and ora (Exch) app of deft Reddish 
from joigt of Baron Huddleston at trial, Morris & ora y 
Keddish and ora (Each) app of deft Gonrlay from same judgt, 
Morrie & ora v Reddish and ors (Exch) app of deft Wilkin- } 





son from same judgt, Morris & ors v Reddish & ors (Exch) 
app of deft Aspden from same judgt—April 24 

The Vorksbire Banking Company v Beatson & aur (C P) app. 
of pltf from Justices Denman and Lopes directing wade 
found for pltfs t» be set aside—May 5 

The Leeds and County Bank, limd v Beatson & aur (C P) app. 
of pltfs from Justices Denman and Lopes directing 
found for pltf to be set aside—May 5 y 

Jones & aur v Hough & anr (C P) rule nisi for new trial ted: 
April 19, returnable before Court of Appeal Jones & anr y 
Hough & avr (C P) app of defts from judgt of Mr Justice. 
Lindley at trial withouta jury—May 7 

Griffin & anr, trading, & v Robson & anr, trading, &e (C P) 
app of _ * judgt of Baron Huddieston at trial without 
a jury—Ma 

Tes Paemeaeal Society of Great Britain v The London & 
Provincial Supply Association, limd (Q B, Crown Side) app 
of defts from L C J of England and Mr Justice Mellor on 
app from inferior court—May 8 

Collins v The Vestry of Paddington (Q B) app of pltf from 
order - LC Z of England and Mr Justice Mellor on special 
cas2—May 1 


| Scaramanga & Co v Stamp & anr (C P) opp of defts from judgt 


of Mr Justice Lindley atter trial—May 1 

Harris v Macnamara (C P) app of deft from Lord Coleridge and 
Mr Justice Denman discharging rule nisi for new trial~ 
May 12 

Jones v Edmonds (Exch) app of deft from Baron Pollock on 
demr—May 14 

The Queen v The London, Brighton & South Coast Ry Co 
(Q B, Crown Side) app of defts from LC J of England and 
Mr Justice Lopes affirming order of sessions on app against 
poor rate—May 17 

Exchange and Discount Bank v Billinghurst (Exch) app of 
deft from judgt of L J Brett at trial—May 17 

The Queen v H W Pemberton and J H Wilkinson, esquires, 
justices, & (Q B, Crown Side) app of prosecutor, C H Crisp, 
from L C J of England and Mr Justice Lopes diechg rule for 
certiorari—May 19 

The Queen v G Smith and Rev G Hale (Q B, Crown Side) app 
of prosecutor, H E Crisp, from LC J of England and Mr 
Justice Lopes discharg ng rule for certiorari—May 19 

Oppenheim v Jaczson & anr (C P) app of pitf from judgt of 
Lord Coleridge after trial without a jury—May 20 


J R Jones, Surveyor of Taxes, appits v The Cumorthin Slate 


Co, limd, reapts (Exch, Revenue Side) app of respts from 
order of LC Baron and Baron Pollock on case stated under 
37 & 38 Vict c 16—May 22 

Wood & ors v Palmer & ors (Exch) app of pltfs from judgt of 
LC Baron and Baron Huddleston on special case—May 22 


| Peter Williams v Isidor Stern (Q B, Crown Side) app of pltf 


from LC J of England and Mr Justice Lopes on app from 
Liverpool Court of Passage—May 27 

The Emma Silver Mining Co, limd v Lewis & Son (C P) app 
of defts from Lord Coleridge and Justices Denman and Lindley 
discharging rule nisi for new trial—May 28 

Attwood & ors v Sellar & Co (Q B) oe defts from order of 
LC J of England and Mr Justice Manisty on special case— 


May 30 

Tanbridge Wells Local Board v Akroyd (Exch) app of deft 
from judgt of Lord Chief Baron and Baron Huddleston on app- 
from county court—May 31 

Wagstaff and ors v Anterson and ors (C P) app of plts from 
judgt of Mr Justice Denman after trial—June 3 


| Flockhart v Clarkson (Exch) app of deft fiom judgt of Lord 


Chief Baron at trial—June 3 
From Orders made on Interlocutory Motions in the Common 
w Divisions. 
1879. 
Stoneham v Davies (C P) app of defts Davies and wife from 


Lerd Coleridge and Mr Justice Denman (restored by order) 
—May 13 


| Hitl and ors v The Managers of the Metropolitan Asylum Dis- 


trict (Q B) app of pit trom order of LC J of England and 
Mr Justice Mellor for new trial~May 23% (to be heard with 
app from juigt on June 16) 

Bellmont & Co v Shipman (iixch) Raphael & Son v ee 
Tiffany & Co v Shipman, Montague & Co v Shipman (Excb 
app of plaintiffs in each action from judgt of Baron Pol 
on interpleader issne—May 27 

Mellin v Pealey (Q B) rule nisi for new trial granted by Court 
of Appeal—May 28 


| Nichol v Tomlinson and ora (C P) app of first four defies from 
2 


order of Mr Ju-tice Denman on demr—June 
FROM THE PROBATE, DIVORCE, AND ADMIRALTY 
DIVISION, 
For Hearing. 
Remanet, 
1878, 
Ship Bywell Castle 18783—L—256 Tho London Steamboat Co, 
limd v The Owners of the Bywell Castle app of defte from 
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judgt of Sir R J Phillimore (with Nautical Assessors)—Dec | Eman v Gardner act City & County Investment Co. 


12 
New Aovpeals. 
“1879. 


Ship Euclid—1877—O 386 Owners of the Dauntless & ors v 
Owners of the Euclid and freight appl of defts from Sir R J 
Phillimore,(with nautical assessors) —Jan 23 

Ship Ely Rose—1878—W 310 and H 313 (consld) West Corn- 
wall Steam Shipping Co, limd, & ors v Owners of the Steam - 
ship Ely Rose and her cargo and freight appl of plts from 
Sir R J Phillimore, also notice by respts of a diate to 
vary judgt appealed from (with nautical assessors 

Ship Khedive—1878--S 162 The Stoomvaart Maats Chappy 

ederland v The Owners of the Khedive appl of defts from 
Sir R J Phiilimore (with nautical asse:sors)—Feb 20 
* Ship Robert Dixon—1877—J 173 Joliffe & ors v Owners of the 
Robert Dixon and freight app of plts from Sir R J Philli- 
more (with nautical asses:ors)—March 8 

‘Ship Zoe—1878—L 284 and 363 (consolidated) Leyland & Co & 
ors and London & ors v Owners of the Zoe appl of plts from 
Sir RJ Phillimore, also notice by respts of application to 
vary judgt appealed from (with nautical assessors) —Mar 17 

Ship Awst-rdam—1878—M 366 Mandahl & ors v Owners of 
the Amsterdam and freight appl of defts from Sir R J 
Phillimore (with nautical assessors)— March 12 

Ship Parlement Belge—1870—O 60 Owners of the Daring v 
Owners of the Parlement Belge appl of HM Attorney-Gen 
on behalf of Her Majesty from Sir R J Phillimore—Mar 2° 

Trinity Sittings. 

Ship Helvetia—The Lords Commissioners of the Admiralty v 
Owners of the Helvetia and Freight app of defts from Sir 
RJ Phillimore (with Nautical Assessors) May 2 

Ship Ganges, 1879—-H—107 Hagerty and ors v Owners of the 
Steam Ship Ganges app of pits from Sir;R J Phillimoe 
—May 17 

FROM THE LONDON BANKRUPTCY COURT. 


In re Moojen Ex parte Bouchard 
In re Sawers & ors Ex parte Chalmers 
In re Throckmorton Ex parte Paterson 


In re Bannister 
In re Bannister 
In re Bannister 
In re Bamford 

In re Goodhew 


Ex parte Good 

Ex parte Good 

Ex parte Good 

Ex parte Games 
Ex parte Goodhew 


In re Thrift Ex parte Kimber 

In re Pannell Ex parte Bates 

in re Wentworth Ex parte Wentworth 

in re Hankey Ex parte Glenny 

In re Willis & ora Ex parte Morier & ors 

In re Adams Ex parte Griffin 

In re Grissell Ex parte Jones 

In re Millward Ex parte Jonas 

In re Veale Ex parte Feast 

In re Holdsworth Ex parte The Guarantee 

Society 

In re Firth Ex parte Schofield 

In re Park Ex parte Brigstock 

In re Roberts Ex parte Watson & anr 
re Tunstall Ex parte Burton 

Tn re Cox Ex parte Doherty 

In re Watkins Ex parte Evans 

In re Chatterton Ex parte Hemming 

In re Ex parts Winn 

In re Andrews Ex parte The Trustee 

In re Smith Ex parte Basham 

In re Chapman Ex parte B Taylor 


N.B.—The above list contains Appeals set down to Thursday, 
June 5th, inclusive. 





HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE—CHANCERY DIVISION. 
List or Causes For Trinity Srrrin@s, 1879. 
Before the Master or THE RoLLs, 

Causes for Trial (with Witnesses). 


Atlantic Mutual Insurance Co Padwick v ‘Thistlethwayte 
vHuth act act 

Maule v Burton Burton v Saunders v Gee act set down 
Maule act by order 


Berry v Wright act 
Gibson v Key Key v Gibson 


act 
Wright v Darley act 
Wilkins v Rayner act (June 


Sternoy-Genanel v Gerrish 
ac 


Jones vy London & South 
Wales Coal Co, limd act 
Tomkins v Weymouth act 
(cross-exn on affidvte) 
arris v Ingram act 

In re Bailye, decd Bailye v 
Bailye ‘act after Chief 
Clerk’s Certificate, undor 
order dated July 13, 1876 
(8 0) 


24) 

Leather v The Carpentry of 
London act 

Codner vy The Carpentry of 
London act 

Bishop v Vickress, Vickross v 
Bishop act 








Haynes v Kemp, Kemp v 
Haynes act (June 14) 

In re Jennings, decd, Gordon 
v Jennings. act 

Coxhead v Hutchinson issue 
fact 

Hickman v Crompton act 

London and Provincial Bank v 
Williams act 

Curtis v Shepherd act 

Dean v Dominy Chapman v 
Dean act and m for j 

The Ruby Cons»lidated Mining 
Co, limd v Heyneman act 

In re Madigan, deed Pakley 
v Madigan act (July 1) 

Foster v Hallam act 

Bunting v Sargent act 

Wallett v Somerset and Dorset 
Ry Co act and m forj 

Blizard v Sharp act 

Jones v Fish act 

Clarke v Waddell act 

Greatorex v Templer act 

Mallinson v Brocklebank act 
& mj 


v Gilling act 
Nicholson v Smith act (June 


) 

Attorney-General v Mayor, 
&e., of Gravesend act 

In re Legg’s Estate, Groves 
v Legg act 

Monarch Investment Society v 
Eoner, Julian, & Co. act 

Roberts v Ansell act 

Ayre v Haskins act 

Caro v Coward act Coward 
vCaro act 

Douglas v Hogg act 

Oldham v Bradley act 

Picasso v Navional Bank of 
Liverpool act 

Crump v The Oldham Colliery 
Co act 

Stanley v Dierden act 

Thorley v Hampson act 

Lovering v Hoare act 

Naylor v Farrer act 

Farrer v Naylor act 


Laughton v Rylands act 


Further Considerations. 


Orr v Norris fc (S.O. for 
foreign evidence restored for 
further hearing) 

In re Hirst, decd, Beaumont v 
Hirst fc (short 

In re Gelderd, decd, Gelderd v 
v Logan fe 

Morris v Cox Inre Hardware, 
decd, Freeman v Cox fo & 
sums to vary 

In re Ivory, decd, Price v 
Ivory fe 

Ormston v Watson fe 

Rickatson v Rickatson fe 


In re Middleton, decd, Kava- 
nagh v Middleton fe 
Blanchard v Backhouse fe 
In re Alven, decd, Burrowes v 
Loveband fe 
In re Campbell, decd, Camp- 
bell v Chambers fe (short) 
flargreaves v Coates fc 
Freke v Lord Carbery fe 
Barraclough v Duckett fe 
Sma!lwood v Weaver fe 
Sykes v Marsland fe (short) 
Stenning v Haycock fe 


Demurrers. 


Lewis v Cecil demr pt hd 
Lockett v Thomas demr 


| Lade v Cecil Lade v Currie 


March v Cecil March v 
Currie Lewis v Stanford 
demrs (S 0) 


Causes for trial ‘without witnesses). 


In re Fothergill, decd Fother- 
gill v Fothergill act (June 
19) 

Thomson v Fomereau 
(short) 

Smith v Forbes act 

Jones v Wilkinson act (July 


act 


Robinson v Greaves act 

Watney v Trist act 

Pawsey v Met District Ry Co 
act (S 0) 

Fishburn v Fishburn act 

Withecomb v King m j 
(short) 

In re Torry Torry v Adams 
act (June 24) 

Sadler v Cracknall 


(short) 
Bailey v St Aubyn spc 
Hale v Ellington act 


m j 


Lepper v Fiveash act 

Johnson v Crook spec 

Marner v Bright act & mj 

Webb v Smythies act & mj 

In re Hopwood, decd Major v 
Hutchinson act 

Atkinson v Atkinson mj 

In re Pratt, decd Pratt v 
Pratt mj (short) 

In re Ellins, decd Cook v 
Atkinson act & mj (short) 

In re Piimmer, decd Barnett 
v Hirons act & mj (sbort) 

Isle of Wight, &, Ry Co v 
Leeds act 


8 
Mills v Harford m j 
Wyatt v Foster act 
In re Stow, deed Wood v 
Stow act 
Alcock v Robertson act 


Before Lord Justice BacGALLAy for Vice-Chancellor Marrs 
Causes for trial. 


In re Oliver, decd Oliver v 
Oliver act pt hd 

West v Davies act 

Nicholson v Vestry of Mile End 
Old Town act 

Small vyChamberlain Chamber- 
lain v Small act by orginal 
and counter claim 

Norton v Mansel act 

Hawksworth v British Land 
Co, limd act 

Wonacott vy Wonacott act 


Allen v Richardson act 

Vernon v Vestry of St. James’ 
act 

Civil Service Supply Associa- 
tion, limd v Dean act 

Garden v Garden act 

Hartley v Whitehead mota 


oS 

In re Burchell, decd Burchell 
¥ Burchell act 

Cusel v Bashford act 


Before the Vice-Chancellor Sir Jamns Bacon, 
Causes for trial. 


Rolle v Tsaacs act (July 1) 
Bagot v Easton Easton v 
agot act CF AH Bagot 

v Kaston act (June 1+) 


Milvain v Milvain act wite 
In re Turner, decd Maberly ¥ 
Blaydes Pact 
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In re Davey Davey v Shore 
act wits (not before June 30) 

Franklyn v Toms act wits 

Hesketh v Bolton Guardians 
act (July 8). 


Branson v Stammers act wits 

Tweedale v Gill act 

Singer Manufacturing v Loog 
act wits (June 25) 


Transferred from the Master or THE Rous by Order of Ist 
May, 1879. 


Chadwick v Chadwick act 
wits (not before August 1) 
Brown v Jackson act wits (not 

before June 20) 
De Salomos v Shattock act 


wits 

In re Evered, decd Snelling v 
Evered act wits 

Dashwood v Jermyn act wits 

Martin v Howard cause wits 
(not before July 1) 

In re Whiteley, deed White- 
ley v Challenger act wits 
Fellows v Hanbury act, wits 

(June 11) 
Kidston v Cox act & motn for 
judgt, wits (June 11) 


In re Ward’s Estate Ward v 
Sylvester act, wits 

Harris v Ellison act, wits 

Andrew v Davies act wits (not 
before July 1) 

Elis v Brook act & motn for 
judgt, wits 

Collard, Kendall & Co v Bell 
& Black, limd act, wits 

Ponsonby v Longbourne act, 


wits 

In re Bridges, decd Udall v 
Bridges act & dmr, wits 
(June 18) 

Berry v Wright act, wits 

Wilson v Munnock act wits 


Set down since Transfer. 


In re Stephens Harris v Dal- 
ton act, wits 

Hunt v Hunt act 

Tolson v No 4 Ry Hotel Bene- 
fit Building Society act, 
wits (June 17) 

Batchelor v Skinner act, wits 

Dent v Learoyd Learoyd v 
Dent act & counter claim, 


wits 
Tilleard v Elmslie act, wits 
Haddon v Bowman fur con 
Durranv Durran fur con 


Pascoe v Shelly act, wits 

Mills v Corfe act 

James v Huckley motn for 
judgt 

Jennings v Moorhouse fur 
con & sums to vary 

Maynard v Keartland fur con 

In re Holliday Holliday v 
Holliday motn for judgt 

Harvey v Batt fur con 

Johns v James act 

Smith v Counsell act, wits 


Before the Vice-Chancellor Sir CuantES HAL. 
Causes for trial. 


ublic of Pern v Ruzo m 
for d (July 12) 
Dowdeswell v Dowdeswell 
cause 
Deacon v Fothergill act &m 
for judgt, witns (April 29) 
North Lincolnshire Iron Co, 
ld, v Winn actn, witns 
Massey v Allen actn, witns 
Erskine v Masson wmotn for 


judgt 

South Durham Iron Co v Shaw 
act wits 

Davies v Garnes act witns 

Metropolitan Board of Works 
v London & North Western 
Ry Co actn (July 2) 

Lamb vGrace act 

Noad v Atherton act wits 

In re C Stone, decd Monks vy 
Stone act wits, pt hd 

In re Munns, decd Dinn v 
Aldridge act wits 

Brewster v Chadwick act wits 

Greaves v Ellis act wits 

Kidd v Tolhurst act wits 

Sec of State for India v Madras 
Irrigation Co act 

Dupuy v Dilkes act, wits 

In re Dearle Dearle v Rath- 
bone act 

Strudwick v Clark motn for 


judgt 
In re Soulby Smallpage v 
Dobson fur con 
Walrond v Burrow act 
Blizard v Phill:ps act, wits 
Andrews v Taylor English v 
Taylor act, wits 
Bower v Bower act 
Massey v Greenwood act, wits 
Blood v Tugwell act, wits 
Draper v Draper motn for 


judgt 
Free v Bridge fur con 
Phillips v Teague act 
Hibberdine v Maitland motn 
for judgt & adjd sumns 
Symons v Ramsay (1875—S ~ 
798) far cons 


Symons v Ramsay (1876—S— 
128) fur con 

In re H Symons Ramsey v 
Symons for con 

Spicer v Jackson act & motn 
for judgt 

Graves v Graves act 

Hering v Smith special cause 

Batchelor v Batchelor act & 
motn for judgt 

In re Walker Walker v Smith 
act 

Giles v Bruickman act, wits 

Warrilow v Keates act 

Clarke v Barnett act wits 

Avery v Hobden act wits 

Cummins v Fletcher spc 

ae re Thomas, Jones v Ellis 


c 
Brighouse Society v Jessop act 


wits 
In re Hewitt, Braham v He- 
witt fe 
Pern v Vignoles act wits 
Spalding v Rumhardt & Sons 
act wits 
Bund v Green fe 
Christian v Christian spc 
Garraway v Pensam mj 
Jones Humphreys act 
Barrow v Forster fc 
Barrow v Forster Forater v 
Barrow fc 
Barrow v Barrow fe 
Toogood v E'liott act 
Cartledge v Goode act wits 
In re Buckland, Lovegrove v 
Buckland act wits 
“ Brooks, Reader v Lester 


c 

In re Parker, Martin v Parker 
act 

In re Clinery, Borley v Hust- 


er 
— v Crick 2nd f c 


(short) 
Haigh v Hopkinson act wits 
Mann v Cooper fe 
In re Hodgkinson, Aldred v 
Gray mj 


—. 


Fletcher v Huggings act wits Phillips v Williams fo 
In re Flanders, Jones v Dry- Turnbull v Dixon fc 
land fc Laurie v Lees fc 


Before Mr. Justice Fry. 


Causes for Trial. 


Nicholas v Nicholas act (1876 | 56—V CM) pt hd 
—N—48—V CM) Nicholas Shaw v Brown act wits 
v Nicholas act (1876—N— Renshaw v Rostrom act wits 


Re-transferred from Vice-Chancellor BAcon, by order of 14th 





teense 





Febraary, 1879. 


In re Raynolds decd Baker v 
Raynolds act wits 

Dollman v Jones act wits 

Evans v Wade act wits (S 0) 

—_ v Howarth act wits pt 


Munro v Earl De la Warr act 

Jones v Rees mj wits 

Pearson v Le Rossignol m j 

Fane v Fane act wits (S 0) 

Russell v Day act 

Saxton v Wadham act 

Parker v Lechmere mj 

Hole v Bradbury act 

Cowell v Barrett act wits 

In re Westcott, decd Simpson 
v Westcott act wits 

Sutcliffe v James act wits 

Hyamw v Terry act wits 

Chapman v Cope act 

Baynes v Flower act wits 

Jones v Blessley act wits 

Kite v North Met Trams Co 
act wits 

Moody v Steggles act wits 

Rankin v Longbourne act 

Chorlton v Dickie act wits 

Pugh v Golden Valley Ry Co 
act wits 

Evans v Luck 

Jarvis v Sprott 
(Liverpool D R) 


act wits 
act wits 


In re Kelsall Walley v Kelsaly 
act wits 

Hart v Gilbert act 

Debock v Debock act wits 

Real & Personal Advance Co,, 
limd v McCarthy act wits 

Campbell v Schultz act wits 

Bradley v Chadwick mj 

Clark v Dunn act wits 

Anglo-Italian Bank v Davies. 
act wits 

Birks v King act wits 

Taylor v Grange act wits 

Whitehill v Tanner act 

Swansea Improvement & 
Tramways Co v The County 
Roads Board for Glamorgan- 
shire act wits 

Jackson v Jackson act wits 

Birley v Sesson mj 

Smediey v Ashe act 

Kingsford v Williamson act 
wits 

Long v Crossley act 

In re Fairhall, decd, Godden v 
Godden act & mj wits 

In re Whitfield, decd, British 
Mutual Investment Co, ld v 
Whitfield act wits 

Tabor v Brookes fc 


Transferred from Vice-Chancellor MAttns by Order of the 
24th of February, 1879. 


Catling v Strudwick demr 

In re Curwen, decd, Miller v 
Collins demr 

Thorley’s Food for Cattle v 
Massam act, pt hd 

Wilson v De Coulon act 

Bryan v Moss f c and sums to 
vary 

Massam v Thorley’s Cattle 
Food Co m forj 

Attorney-General v Bishop of 
St Davids fe 

Bingham v Bingham fc 

Dresser v Gleadow f c & pet 

Bull v Board of Management 
of West Londen fo 

In re Moseley Merrill v Mer- 
rill fe 

In re Gardner, decd Mein v 
Gardner fe 

Elston v Smith fe 

Aldridge v Reed fe 

Partridge v Baylis fc 

British School Board v Love 
act (Bristol D R) pt hd 

Honeybun v Honeybun fc 

Bailey v Bailey fe 

Lamb v Tilley fc and sums 


to vary 
Bryan v Madley fc and sums 
to val 
Millett-Davies v Heald fc 
Beach v Beach fc 
Murray v Milner f c and sums 
to vary 
Morle v Willment fc 
Lloyd v — fc ' 
Leage v Salaman wits 
— v Monro ie (1877— 


Neilson v Monro fc (1877— 
N—3) 


Jones v Bloomer m judgt 

Troughton v Beer m judgt 

In re Harris Jennings v De la 
Hant act & m judgt 


In re Hawkins Wakefield v 


Daniell act, wits 
McCarthy v Buckley 
wits 
Pawson v Brown spc 
Milner v Peters act 
Lisbon Steam Tramway Co, ld 
v Grant m judgt 
Webb v Hodgetts act 
Smith vSmith spe 


act, 


In re Eversfield, decd Treliving’ 


v Skioner mj 
In re Meakin Meakin wv 


White £f c & summs to 


vary 

Charlton v Brown act 

In re Watson, decd Brown ¥ 
Simpson act 

Ruston v Tobin act 

Munro v Cusack Smith act,, 
wits 

Driver v Howell act, wits 

Kent v Stuckey’s Bauking Co 
act & m judgt 

Massey v Nantwich Loca? 
Board act, wits 

Arnold v Durant act, wits 

Arnold v Davis act 

Arnold v Allen act 

Bagenal v Theobald act 

In re Tappenden, decd Field. 
v Toby act 

In re Osborne, decd Davison. 
v Vansittart mj 

Griffiths v Baker act 

Tottenham Local Board of’ 
Health v Rowell act 

Macdonald v Macdonald act 

Pilley v Simpson act 

Hallen v Johnson act 

Walters v Lyon act, wits 

Wakefield v Trumaa Hanbury; 
& Co act, wits 

Mycroft v Robinson fo 

Alcock v Alcock aot 

Bagenal v Theobald act 
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aa 
Sileock v Macdonald act, wits 
Wills v Armitage act, wits 
Crawoour v Salter act, wits 
Donnison v People’s Cafe Co 
act 3 
Turner v Turter act, wits 
Thomson v ‘Thomson m judgt 
Kemp v Woolf act, wits 
Earl Brownlow v Willis act 
Neave v Frosdick fc : 
Wolferstan v Oram act, wits 
Craddock v Highmore m 
judgt (short) 
Stogdon v Ernest act 
Buble v Vonder Meden act 
In re Knowles Roose v 
Chalk m judgt (short) 

In re Woodward Farmer v 
Farmer fc ; 
Rodrigues v Rogers act, wits 
In re Pratt Vanderwood v 


Mayer fc 
Huddart v Gatrell m judgt 
(short) i 
Roach v Martyn act, wits 
Davies v Jones act 
Wainwright v Oddy act, wits 
Bowes v Marquess of Bute 


ac 

Ovey v Ovey fc 
woball “4 Smithson 
judgt (short) 
In re Elton Elton v Head 
m judgt (short) 


m 


Powell v Williams act, wits 
In re Stott Mawson v Stott 


act 

Lee v Corder fo 

Mather v Mather act 

Harris v Snarland wm judgt 
(short) 

In re Kitchen Kitchen v 
Kitchen act 

Martin v Shearman fc 

In re West of England, &c, 
Brewing Co, fc of pet 

ne Gould Gould v Smith 

c 

Bower v Leadon fc 

Johnson v Dinn act 

Frost ¢ Mickleburgh act 

Livingstone v Livingstone fc 

Smithson v Fisher m judgt 
(short) 

Wooler v Wooler fc 

Dion v Robey act 

In re Rainforth Gwynn v 
Gwynn fe 

Maxwell v Watkins act 

Bolton v Greene act, wits 

In re Orchard Steabben v 
Orchard m judgt (short) 

Patchett v Ibboteon fc 

Galliford v Milroy m judgt 
(short) 

Offin v Stone f c (short) 


The above list contains causes set down to Thursday, Jane Sth, 
inclusive. 





QUEEN’S BENCH, COMMON PLEAS AND 
EXCHEQUER DIVISIONS, 


Trinity Sirttnes, 1879. 
QUEEN’S BENCH DIVISION. 
NEW TRIAL PAPER. 


For JupGMEnNt. 
Cay v Voikart 
Phillips v The L & S W Ry Co 
Anderson v Oppenheim 
For ARGUMENT. 
(Tried during Sittings.) 
Warwick, Richardson vy Uldham 


and apr 
Fry, J Mellor 
Winchester, The Queen v WG 

Wood and the S.,uthampton, Isle 

ot Wight, and South of England 

Royal Mail Steam Packet Co 

an, J Att-Gen 

(Three judges ) 
Lewis and ors v Jcnes 
J, Anderson, Esq, Official Referee 
Samev Same (Cress motion.) 
Williamson v The Vesiry of St 

Mary, Islington 

(Part heard.) 
London, Burns v Noweil 
1d Coleridge Wills 
London, Browning v Hollam 
Ld Coleridge 
Hilary Sittings, 1879, 

Middlesex, Habn v Smart 


Hawkins, J Matthews 
Middlesex, Pepperell v Lord 
Townshena 
LC Justice Matthews 
aitene, © odwin v Paton and 
age 
Hawkins, J Willis 
Middlesex’ & hicson vy Patonand 


others 
LC Justice 
(Motion for judgment.) 
Middiesex, Swain vy Lilley and anr 
LC Justice 
(Motion for judgment.) 
Middlesex, Vowles v Roubridg3 
LC Justice 
Middlesex, Robertson v Labou- 
chere 
LC Justice 
a ~ Strachan v Gabriel and 
on 
Brett, L J Cave 
London, Ryland & anr v Vogan 
Huddleston, B Crump 
Middlesex Prov and v Langtou 
LC Baron Herschell 
London, Hornbuckle vy Nob'e 
Manisty, J Matthews 
Londov, Barker & Co v Edwards 
& ors 
Manisty, J McIntyre 
(Moved Easter Sittings, 1879.) 
London, Rivaz v Gerusi & anr 
Field, J James 
Middlesex, Grifin v Tomkins 
L CJastice McIntyre 
Manchester, Rushton v Smith 
LJ Thesiger Ambrose 
Middlesex, Sterne v North London 
Ry Co 
Groves, J Sey nour 
Middlesex, Mellin v siniaes * 


Manisty, J urphy 


SPECIAL PAPER, 


For Jupament, 
Barnes v Leach 
Badcock and Co v Lawson 
Gieen v Pool 
For ArcuMentT. 
In the Matter of an Arbitration 


between Adamson ana The 
Newcastle Steam Ship Co 
(Three judges.) 8C 


Easton v Blyth & ‘'yne Ky Co 


Co 
(Before Mellor and Lush, JJ.) 
Thomas v B rmingbam Canal Co 
(Three jucges,) sc 
CROWN 


De Oleaga and Co v The West 
Cumberland Iron and Steel Co 
(Three judges.) 

Ruso v Roovivson em 
Westwick v The Provident Clerks 
and General Guaranfee Assen 


Dem 
Howard v Tracy 
(‘Two judges.) 80 
The Great Britain Mutual Life 
Asson v Rutherford Dem 
Stahlschmidt v Walford 
(Three Judges) 80 
PAPER. 


For Anoumen’, 


Beaumaris, The Queen v Stanley 








' Ross v Grant 


McIntyre | 


Serjt Parry | 





PEREMPTORY PAPER. 
Fos AgGuMENT. 


Foster v Quelch and others 
In the Matter of a Solicicor 


In = Matter of Robert Thomas, 


ent 


APPEALS FROM INFERIOR COURTS ASSIGNED TO QUEEN’S 
BENCH DIVISION. 


For JUDGMENT. 
Seymour v Coulson 
For ARGUMENT, 
Herefordshire, Field and ors v Sells 
Surrey, Castleberg vy Kenyon 
Met Pol Dis, Oakley v Speedy 
Dorsetsbire, Lowman v S:ons 
Surrey, Quarterman v Porter 
Met Pol Dis, Roupell v Board of 
Works (Plumstead) 
Nottingham, Notiingham Union v 
Tomkinson 
Cheshire, Barker v Stringer 
Middlesex, National Penny Bank 
Vv Sarjeant 


Liverpool, Flood v Cohen 

Bedford, Paine and anr v Shuttle- 
worth , 

Somerset, Coleman v Goldsmith 


Met Pol Dis, Lahee (for Vestry of 


Chelsea) v Stoddarc 


Halifax, Crabtree v! Pole 


Met Pol Dis, Farrer v Sundholm 
Middlesex, Overseers of Manches- 
ter v Guardians of St Pancras 
London, Leeuw v Gs Eastern Ry 


Co 
Northampton, Hole vy Digby 


COMMON PLEAS DIVISION. 
NEW TRIAL PAPER, 


For Jopement. 
Keal v Glover and ano 
Harries Navigation Co,v Church- 

wardens of Merthyr Tydfil 

For ARGUMENT. 
Moved Michaelmas Sittings, 1878. 
Middlesex, Northcott v Doughty 
Lopes, J Yelverton 

(Part heard.) 


Moved Easter Sittings, 1879. 
Nottingham, Hollias v Hollins 
and ors 


La Coleri¢ge Cramp 
Middlesex, Heinrich v Behrens 
Lopes, J Willis 


SPECIAL PAPER. 
(Special Cases to be heard before Two or m~re Jundges,) 


Fork ARGUMENT. 
sc 
McLeod 


London and Hanseatic Bank v 
The Banqus Franco Egy ptienne- 
sc 


(Special Cases and Demurrers to be heard before One Judge.) 


For ARGUMENT. 
Chamberlain (Clerk) v Barnwell 
(Clerk) Clarke 
(To stand over.) 
Biggs and Wife v Whetstone and 
Whitwick Qvlliery Co Dem 


East and West India. Dock Co v 
Hilberry Dem 
Hayton v Irwin Den 


McAlister v The Bishop of Ro- 
chester and others 
Vem. 


ENLARGED RULES. 


For JUDGMENT. 

King v Davenport 

For ARGUMENT. 
Tweedale v Mayur of Rochdale 
Crump Gou'd 
The Queen v J Evans 
So!-Gen 
The Queen v J Baum 
Avory 


Ths Great Western Iron Co, lima’ 
v Constance 

Brown 

The Queen v J Evans 

Scl Gen 

The Queen v J Baum 

Avoy 


Matthews 


APPEALS FROM INFERIOR COURTS ASSIGNED TO THE 
COMMON PLEAS DIVISION. 


For ARGUMENT, 
Durham, Watsen v Mayor of 
Gateshead 
GlJouce ster, Bayrham v Bain 
Hertford, De Cruchy and Sons v 
Wills 
Lancashire, Turner v Hyland 
Glamorgan, Lewis & ors v Great 
Western Ry Co 


Shropshire, Haynes v Same 
Sussex, Wilberforce v Sowt on 
Durham, Settle and ors v Robin- 
son and ors 
York, N R, Bowes v Watson 
(Not before Tuesday, June i7.) 
Rutland, Lord Averiand v Lusas 


EXCHEQUER DIVISION. 
NEW TRIAL PAPER. 


For JupGMentT. 
Nil. 

For ARGUMENT. 
Ipswich, Sader v Osborne 
Cotton, LJ Grantham 

(Part heerd.) 
Middlesex, Poolman v Gaffin 
Grove, J Murphy 
Chester, Parry v Williams 
J B Muule, Esq, QC McIntyre 
Middlesex, Foxweil v The London 
General Omnibus Co, limd 


Huddleston, B Sev mour 
Middlesex, Neck v Harris 
Mellor, J Charles 


Middlesex, Austin, v Boulton 


Hawkins, J Lloy 


Middlesex, Highton & anr, exors, 
&cv Treherne & anr 


Hawkins, J James 
London, Wymer v Sheather 
Pollock, B Seymour 
London, Bannett v Deards 

Pollock, B Willis 
Lyrpool, Moscrop v Newbold & ors. 
LJ Thesiger Ambrose 


Middlesex, London and S-Westera 
Bank, lima y Wentworth 

Pollock, B Gaskell 

Middlesex, Reynolds and Wile v 
London & N W Ry Co 

Hawkins, J Hill 

Middiesex, Ashby and ors v God- 
bold and ors 


Gloucester, Knight v The Globe Hawkins, J Willis 

Marine Insurance Co London, Craver vy Day 
Huddleston, B Matthews Pollock, B Cole 

SPECIAL PAPER. 
For Jupement. Cooke & ors v Sheard 
il. (Part heard.) 
For ArauMENt. Parris v Jackson Dem 
Everton v The Droitwica Salt Co Verrall v Herbert Dem 
Dem Gills v McCarthy Dem 
De Natoye v Goodacre Wiegin & Co v Duncan | sc 
(Part heard, Stands over.) MeDougall Bros v Harris 
Percival Smith & Co v Lawes’ Dem 
Chemical Manure Co, limd Freeman v Watts 

(Pait heard.) sc Dem 


BLAET RA RE REE ETET EL EME regen 


SEPIA MR OPS 


652 THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 


June 14, 1879, 








APPEALS FROM INFERIOR COURTS ASSIGNED TO THE 
EXCHEQUER DIVISION. 
For JopGMENT. Cornwall, Bennett & anr v Dingle 
“Murdoch v The Loudon Street North»mberlaad, Smaile y Lamb- 
Tramways Co ton & Co 
For ARGUMENT. Surev, Bray v South Eastern 
Met Pol Dis, London, Brighton, & Ry Co 
South Coast Ry Co v Vestry of Durham, Scholefield v Swaller & 
St Giles, Camberwell ‘0 
Somerset, Perry and anr vy Oburn 9 York, W R, Malton Urban Sani- 
Lancaster, Overseers of Liverpool tary Authority v Malton Farmers 
vy Visitors of Lancaster Luna:ic Manure Co, limd 
ylum Sussex, Ashenden v LondonB & 
(Part heard.) SC Ry Co 
York, W kK, Local Board of Dis- Mvddiesex, Atlee v Gilling 
tri-t of Padsey vKaye Devoushire, Sole v Coram 
Met Pol Dis, Jennings vy Duncan 








The prospectus has been issued of the Tramways Company 
of Germany, Limited. Capital £300,000. First issue, 
£165,000, in shares of £10 each. ‘The company have 
entered into contracts to purchase about thirteen miles of 
tramway in the city of Hanover, a portion of which is now 
in operation, and a lease granted by the Continental Tram- 
ways Company of the existing tramways in Hanover and 
Dresden, These systems comprise 6} miles in Hanover 
and 53 miles in Dresden, under concessions having over 40 
years unexpired. The contract provides for an equipment 
of 84 cars and 345 horses, which will beample to meet the 
increased traffic which will accrue through this fusion of 
interests. It also provides for the payment in advance of 
the rental, renewal fond, and other payments under the 
lease up to December 3lst, 1879. The total amount of 
capital required to carry out the above purchase is 
£160,000, and included in this sum is the caution money 
of over £6,000 paid to the municipalities of Hanover and 
Dresden, and upon which the company receives interest. 
The additional £5,000 (out of the issue of £165,000) is 
reserved as further working capital. ‘The report of the 
Continental Tramways Company for 1878 (Hanover and 
Dresden) shows gross receipts in both cities of £31,479, 
working expenses (including an organization in Berlin, 
which will be dispensed with) £20,783, leaving as net 
profit for the year £10,696. 








SALES OF THE ENSUING WEEK. 

June 16.—Messrs. DEBENHAM, TEWson, & FARMER, at the 
Greyhound Hotel, Croydon, freehold building land (see 
advertisement, this week, p. 7). 

June 17.—Messrs. DEBENHAM, Tewson, & FARMER, at the 
Mart, at 2 p.m., freehold and leasehold estates (see ad- 
vertisement, this week, p. 7). 

June 17.—Mesers. Driver & Co, at the Mart, at2 p.m.,free- 
hold properties (see advertisement, this week, p. 14, and 
May 17, p. 6). 

June 17.—Mesers, J. & A. Paris, at the Mart, at 1 for 2 
p.m., freehold land (see advertisement, this week, p. 19). 

June 18.—Messrs. DEBENHAM, TEWsoN, & FARMER, at the 
Sale Rooms, 21, Old Bond-street, furniture (see advertisement, 
this week, p. 8). 
une 18.—Messrs. Epwin Fox & Bovsrie.p, at the Mart, 
at 2 p.m., freehold, copybold, and leasehold estates (see ad- 
vertisement, May 10, p. 6). 

June 19.—Messrs. Beapet & Co., at the Mart, at 1 p.m., 
freehold property (see advertirement, this week, p. 6). 

June 19.—Mesera. W. FanEBRoTHER & Co., at the Mart, at 
1 i freehold property (see advertisement, this week, 
P- 1/). 

June 19,—Messrs. Epwin Fox & Bousrretp, at the Mart, 
at 2 p.m., Gas Light & Coke Co.’s stock (see advertisement, 
May 10, p. 6). 

June 19.—Messra. Prickerr, Venaries, & Co, at the Mart, 
at . ~~ freehola property (see adverticement, this week, 


June 20.—Messrs. FAREBROTHER, Ex.is, & Co., at the Mart, 
at inn” leasehold properties (see advertisement, this week, 
p- 10). 

June 20.—Messrs. Futter, Horsey, Sons, & Co., at the 


Mart, at 1 pm., frechold building lard (see advertisement, 
this week, p. 17 


June 20.—Mesers, Norton, Txrist, Watney, & Co., at the 
Mart, frechold properties (see advertisement, this week, p. 18). 











—— 


BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 


BIRTHS, 

Bruce.—May 26, at Croft, Ambleside, the wife of Alexander 
Carmichael Bruce, barrister-at-law, of a son. 

Corz.—June 9, the wife of Richard H. Cole, barrister-at-law, 
of ason. 

CookE.—June 5, at Cambridge-gardens, Notting-bill, the wife 
of C. W. Radcliffe Cooke, barrister-at-law, of a daughter, 
FrasEr.—June 10, at Belford Lodge, Clapham-road, the wife 

of William J, Fraser, of a daughter. 

MitcHeLLt.—June 10, at Addison-gardens, Kensington, the 
wife of Charles T. Mitchell, barris er-at-law, of a daughter, 

MARRIAGES. 

DoyLE—HeEwiTt.—May 29, at Pendleton, near Manchester, 
John T. Doyle, of Manchester, solicitor, vice-consul of the 
United States, to Ellen, daughter of John Hewitt, of Man. 
chester, solicitor. 

Lock—HammonD.—May 31, at Sovley, Christchurch, Hants, 
B. Fossett Lock, of North Villa, Vale of Health, Ham 
barrister-at-law, to Jane E. Hammond, daughter of the Rey, 
J. P. Hammond. 

DEATHS, 

Lioyp.—June 1, at Hill-side, Uoper Maze-hill, St. Leonard’s. 
on-Sea, Edward Jobn Lloyd, Q.C., and one of the Masters of 
the Bench of Lincoln’s-inn, aged 80. 

SmitH.—May 1, at Accra, Guld Coast, the Hon. Philip Anstie 
Smith, Chief Justice of the Colony, aged 55. 








LONDON GAZETTES., 


Winding up of Joint Stock Companies, 
Lruitrp in CHancery, 
Fripay, June 6, '879. 

Cassel Tramway Company, Limited. - V.C. Ha!l has fixed June 17 at 
11.30, at his chambers, as the time and place for the appointment of 
an otncial liquidator 

Hopkins, Gilkes, and Co, Limited.—By an order made by the MR, 
dated May 27, it was ordered that the winding up of the compang be 
covtinued, Jarvis, Chancery lane, agent fur Hutchinson and Lucas, 
Darlington, solicitors for the petitioners 

UNLIMITED IN CHANCERY. 
Fripay, June 6, 1879. 

Limerick and North Kerry Junction Railway Company.—Petition for 
winding up, pr: sented May 28, directed to be heard before the M.RB, 
on June 14. Meynell and Pemberton, Whitehall place, solicitors for 
the petitioner 

Linmirep In CHANCERY. 
‘Tuespay, June 10, 1879, 

Anglo-American Leather Clith Compa*y, Limited.—By an order mate 
by V.C. Hall, dated May 39, it was ordered that the company be 
wound up. Bailey, Tokenhouse yird, solicitor for the petitioner 

Railway and Public Works Contract Company, Limited.—The MR, 
has fixed June 19 at 12, at his chambers, as the time and place for 
the appointment of an official liquidator 

Sceptre and Licensed Victuallers’ and General Fire Insurance Com 
pany, Limited.—The M.R. has by an order, dated May 5, appointed 
James John Deller, King st, Cheapside, t> be official liquidator. 
Creditors are required, on or before July 11, to send their names and 
addresses, and the particu!ars of their debts or claims, to the above, 
July 25 at 11 is appointed for hearing and adjudicating upon the 
debts and claims 

County PALATINE OF LANCASTER, 
Lim!Tep tN CHANCERY, 
TugspDay, June 10, 1879. 

Wigan Rolling Mills Company, Limiied.—The V.C. has, by an order 
dated June 3, appointe! Kobert Thompson, Victoria chambers, 
Wigan, to be offictal liquidator. Creditors are required, on or betore 
June 27, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of 
their debts and claims, to the above. July 11 at 11 is appointed for 
hearing and adjudicating upon the debs and claims 

UNLIMITED IN CHANCERY. 
Tus-pay, June 10, 1879, 

Bolton New Loan Society—Amended petition for winding up, pre 
sented Mav 1, directed to be heard before the V.C, on June 6 
Bailey and Read, Bolton aa 

Friendly Societies Dissolved. 
TuEspay, June 10, 1879. 
Lutterworth Labourers’ Friendly society, Unicorn Inn, Church st 
Lutterworth, Leicester. June 4 
Creditors under Estates in Chancery. 
Last Day of Proof. 
Fripay, May 30, 1879. 

Clapham, John, Knaresborough, Yeoman. June 30. Oxley v Joy, M.R. 
Capes, Harrogate 

Elliott, Georg», Walworth, Surrey, Corn Chandler. June 30, Ellioté¥ 
Sparrow, M.R. Greenop, St Peter’s a‘ley, Cornhill 

Gomm, Thomas, High +t, Brentford, Provision Merchant. July 2. 
Gomm v Gomm, V.C. Hall. Ruston, jun, Brentford 

Haigh, Thomas, Edgerton, Huddersfield, Gent. June 30. Stott ¥ 
Haigh, V.C. Hall. Haigh, Huddersfield 

Pollard, Thomas, Neweastle-on-Tyne, Merchant. June 24. Hurat¥ 
Pollard, V.C. Hall, Harle, Newcastie-on-Tyne 

Rhodes, Joseph, Eckington. Derby, Farmer, June 27. Bolsover ¥ 
Rhodes. M.RK. Webster, Sheff 1d 

Sharpe, Percy Ernest Newcombe, Oundle, Northanptm. July 10. 
Sharpe v Sharpe, V.C. Ha'l- Van Tromp, E-sex ot, Strand 

Thiselton, Thomas, Crs-land roid, South Hackney, Linen Draper. 
Jone 24. Adkins v Thisélton, M.R, Brighten, Bishopsgate st W ith- 
out 


Colcheste 
Thomson, J 
Ward, John 

Kadford, ] 
Wilkinson, 

trees and 
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Wilson, Arthur Martin, Long Acre, Middlesex, Licensed Victualler. 
June 24. Robinson v Wilson, V.C. Hall, , Abbott, Paul’s Bakehouse 
court, Doctors’ commons 


Creditors under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35, 
Last Day of Claim. 
Frivay, Mey 30, 1879. 
Barker, William, Alsager, Chester, Retired Farmer. Jane 30. Mayer, 


pony, Joseph, Earl st, Finsbury, Rag Merchant. June 80. Gole, Lime 


st 
Edward, New A'resford, Southampton, Gent. July 23. 
Biethermore and Shield, Alcesford ‘ sf 
Bromley, Louisa Cecilia Davenport, St Leonard’s, Sussex. July 1. 
Teman and Co, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Brows, Rev. John, Cheltenham, Gloucester, Clerk. July 1, Dyne and 
r, Bruton 
Cou Bokaell Norris st, Regent st,a Major in HM’s Army. July 10. 
Red Lion sq 
Cathbert, William, beaufront Castle, Northumberland. July 1. Clay- 
5 ton and Gibson, Newcastle-upon-Tyne 
Dixon, Maria, Abberton, Essex, July 1. Prior, Colchester 
Drake, Michael, Miles Platting, nr Manchester, Glass Manufacturer. 
1. Leach, Manchester 
Dye, Charlotte, Naylor rd, Peckham. July 8. Flavell and Bowman, 
Bedford row 
French, Samuel, Longstock, Southampton, Yeoman. July 12. Wool- 
dridge and Son, Winchester 
Gardnor, Alan Frederick, Wolsey Villas, Hampton Wick, a Lieutenant 
in the Royal Navy. June 26, Hallett, St Martin’s place, Trafal- 


t 

@iford the Hon, Rev. George Robert, Rackenford, Devon, Clerk. 
July 12, Buckingham, Exeter 

Harris, Sarah, Hove, Sussex. Jnly 17. Boxall, Brighton 

ele, Rev. George Seiby, Norwood, Torquay, Clerk. Sept 1. Hunt 
and Co, Lewes 

Hope, Thomas, Birkenhead, Draper. July 1. Bleakley, Birken- 
head 

Hatehinson, Harriet Jane, Bryanston st, Bryanston sq. July 12. 
Geare and Sen, Lincoln’s-inn-fields 

Jackson, Richard, Bowdon, Chester, Gent. July 31. Booth, Manches- 


ter 
James, John, Aldersgate st, Manufacturer. July 10. Reed and Lovell, 
Guildnall chambers 
Jean Paul, Cawley rd, South Hackney, Gent. July 9. 
Murray, Whitehall place, London 
Lane, Mary Ann, Loughburough park, Brixton. June i4. Pawle and 


Co, New ion, Strand 
MacSoarley, Elizabetn, Chester. June 30. Bridgman and Co, Chester 
McGavagain, Lydia, Leamington, Warwick, July 15. Overelland Son, 


Leamington 
Mitchell, James, Redruth, Cornwall, Miner. June 30. Coode and Co, 


St Austell 
Morley, Hannah, Garleston, Suffolk. July 1. Chamberlain, Finsbury 


¥ D 

er, William, St Leonards-on-Ssa, Gent. June 30. Hird, Gt Titch- 
field st, London 

Oldham, Jobn, Leamington Priors, Warwick, Miller. Aug 23. Field 
and Sons, Leamington Priors 

Ord, William, Sunderland, Durham, Banker. July 20. Kidson and Co, 
Sunderland 

Patchett, William, Topcliffe, York, Innkeeper. July 1. Cass, New- 


castle-on-T'yne 
Procter, James, Giggleswick, York, Esq. June 30. Jackson, Ulver- 
ston 


Raymond, Henry, Mark lane, Corn Fac.or, Jaly 1. Drake and Co, 
loak lane, Cannon st 
Russell, Richard, Leicester sq, Upholsterers. July 1. Lumley aud 
Lumley, Conduit st, Bond st 
- a. Jane, Crookes, Sheffield. ‘Aug 1. Singleton and Martinson, 
u 


Smith, John, South Moltoa, Devon, Retired Gardener. June 12, Shap- 
lend and Son, South Moulton 

Smithies, Sarah, Sowerby, York. June 13. Cobb, York 

Sprague, John Coulam, Shepton Mallett, Somerset, Innkeeper. July 12. 

= Mackay, Shepton Mallett 

Stewart, Elizaneth, Rotboury, Northumberland. July 15, Kidson and 
Co, Sunderiani 

Sykes, William Henry, Hawkeshead, Derby, Cotton Spinner. June 16. 
Smith, Hyde 

Tabor, Catherine, Brightling‘ea, Essex. July 12, Smythies and Co, 
Colchester 

Thomson, John, Birkenhead. July 1, Bleakley, Birkenheat 

Ward, John, Mansfleid, Notti.gham, Yeoman. July 2. Hadley and 
Kadford, Mansfield 

Wilkinson, Matthew, Newcastle-vpon-Tyne, Gent. July 19. Char- 
trees and Oo, Neweastle-upou-l'yne 

Winnett, James. Elderfisid rd, Lower Clapton, Gent. July 9. Digby, 
and Liddle, Finsbury pl, Finsbury circus 

Winthrop, Stephen, Woodville Painswick, Gloucester, Gent. June 25. 
Freeman and Winthrop, Bedford row, London 

Vizard, Caroline Maria, Onslow 8q,,Brompton. July 1, Leman and Co 
Lincoln’s-inn.fields 


Bankrupts. 
Fripay, June ¢, 1879. 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Rugistrar. 


o Surrender in London. 


Collins, John, and William Collins, High st, Camden town, Hatters, 
Pet June 3. Pepys. June 20 at LL 
Esgonniere, Amedee Jacques, Marchmont st, Dyer and Cleaner. Pet 
ay 28, Brougham. June 17 at 


| Barker, Francis, Derby, Builder. 


Shackleford, Francis Henry, Arlineford road, Brixton, Commission 
Agent. PetJune5. Pepys. June 18 at! 
Walker, William James st, Bethnal Green, Box Maker. Pet May 30. 
Pepys. June 18 at 12 
To Surrender in the Country. 
Bell, Edward, Claughten, Birkenhead. Pct June 3. Williams. Bir- 
kenhead, June 17 at 10 
Pascoe, John, East Stonshouse, Devon, Corn and Seed Dealer. Pet 
June 4, Gidley. East Stonehonse, Juns 21 at 12 
Pool, Boyce, Wokingham, Berks, Groc:r. Pet May 31. Collins. Read- 
ing, June 21 at iL t 
Tuxspay, June 10, 1879. 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their pro>fs of debts to the Registrar. 
To Surrender in London, 
Dalrymple, George North, Bedford pl, Russell'sq. Pat Mar ll. Murray, 
June 25 at 11.30 
Macgregor, Donald, Newington Butts, Draprr. Pet May 22. Hazlitt. 
June 25 at 12 
Watts, Walter J » Lower Thames st, Fish Salesman. Pet Jans 6, 
Pepys. June 25 at 11 
To Surrender in the Country. 
Bell, John, and John Tro!ley, Great Grimsby, Ship Builders. Pet June. 
6. Daubney. Great Grimsby, Jane (9 at Ll 
Corden, Henry, and William Lycett, Chesterton, Stafford, Iroaf»unders 
Pet June 5. Tennant. Hanley, June 24 at 11 
Gomersall, John. D:wsbury, Woollen Manufacturer. Pet Jan2 5. 
Nelson. Dewsbury, June 26 at 12 
Mann, James, Harilepool, Innkeeper. Pet Jane7. Ellis. Sunderland, 
June 23 at 12 
Thackrah, Henry, Leeds, Woollen Merchant, Pet June 4. Cautherley. 
Leeds, July 2 at il 
BANKRUPTCIES ANNULLED, 
Faipay, June 6, 1879. 
Langdon, Sarah, Bristol, Licensed Victualler. May 30 
Pearse, Frederick Edward, Pontypool, M.D. June 3 


TvuEspAy, June 10, 1879, 
Gloag, Robert Peacock, Boyson rd, Walworth rd, Cigarette Mana- 
facturer, May 29 
Liquidations by Arrangement. 
FIRST MEETINGS OF CREDITORS. 
Frrpar, June 6, 1879, 
Abbott, John, Norwich, Bo»t and Shoe Maker. June 20 at ll at 
offices of Kent, St Andrew's Plain Hall, Norwich 
Abbott, William, and John Abbott, Bideford, Devon, Tronfounters. 
June 19 at 11 at Grand Hotel, Broad s:, Bristol. Rooker and Baza- 
ley, Bideford 
Andrews, James, Melcombe Ragis, Dorset, out of business. June 20 
at 11 at Antelope Hotel, Dorchester. Howard, Weymouth 
Arbuthnot, Arthur, Woodford, Northampton, Gant. June 26 at 3 at 
offices of Green and Cheese, Warwic« st, Chiring cross 
Aston, George, Meir green, nr Longton, Bailder. Juae 17 at 11 at 
offices of Young, High st, Longton 
Baltinger, Thomas, Cheltenham, Baker. Jane 20 at 3 at offizes of Tice- 
hurst and Sons, E«sex plac>, Chelrenhan 
i June 23 at 3 at Ball Hotel, Sadler- 
gate, Derby. Hextall, Derby 
Beane, Wiliam, Lakenheath, Snffolk, Blacksmith. Jane 20 at 12 at 
The _— Bury St Edmands. Salmoa and Son, Bury 3: Ei- 
munds 
Beldam, James, March, Cambridge, Farmer. June 20 at 1 at Chequers 
Inn, March. Gaches, Peterborough 
Blaydon, George, Boston, Liveoln, Dyer, Juns 19 at 12 at offices of 
Rice and Co, Main Ridge, Boston 
Booth, William Enoch, S»uthport, Lancaster, Auctioneer. June 20 at 
3 at offices of Gibson and Co, Svath John st, Liverpool. Goffey and 
North, Liverpool 
Bowes, Joseph, Whitehaven, Chemist. June 24 at 1 at offices of Lumb 
and Howso», Queen st, Whitehaven 
Bromley, Edward Charles, Farnham, Surrey, Coachbuilder. June 16 
at 2 at Anderton’s Hotel, Feet st. White, Guildford 
Cannon, John, Wigan, Provision Dealer. Jane 19 at 10.30 at offices 
of Wilson, King st, Wigan 
Cauldwell, Wallace, Sheffield, Beerhouse Keeper. 
offices of Tattersha!l, Nor:h Church s:, Sheffield 
Cleugh, James, Cheltenham, D:iil Serjeant. Jane léat 4 at ofises of 
Clark, Regent st, Chsitenham 
Coulson, Robert, Newcastle-on-Trn2, General Dealer. Jane 20 at 2 at 
offices of Waliace, Hutton chambers, Pilgrim st, Neweast'e-on-Tyae 
Craeg, Samuel, Jon, Leicest-r, C binet Maker. June 27 at 2.30 at 
Offices of Wright and Hincks, Be.v vir st, Leicester 
Critchley, George Alfred, Safird, L ncistar, Clothier. Juns 23 at3 
at offices of Hinde and Co, Mount st, Albert square, Mancuester 
Dean, Thomas, High st, Stoke Newington, Grocer. Juue 23 at iL at 
145 Cheapside, Neal, Lime st 
Dickinson, Gidvon, Hudderstield, Wheelwright. Juns 19 at llat 
offices of Welsh, Queen st, Hudder-field 
Dann, David, Carshalton, Surrey, Tailor, Jnne 18 at 2 at Greyhound 
Inn, Croydon. Rawson, Cannon st 
Duyck, Ei ward, Liverpoo’, Dealer in Fancy Goods. June 25 at 11 at 
offices of Grace, Co k st, Liverpool 
Eilis, Robert, Ellesmere, Salop, Furnishing Ironmonger, June 20 at 2 
at the Crown Hotel, Shrewsbury. ies, Ei\esmere 
Evans, Richard Corbet, Edge Hill, Liverpo!, Draper. June 25 at 3 at 
offices « f Harris, Union ot, Castie st, Liverpool 
Fennell, Robert Henry, Merthye Tydfil, G amorgan, Fishmonver. Jane 
23 at 1 at offices of Simons aod Plews, Charch st, Merthyr Tydfil 
Fenton, John, and Robert Fento., Macchester, Uotten Spianors, Jane 
17 at 4 at offices of Addieshaw and Warburton, Norfolk st, Man- 


June 20 at 12 at 





Marson, Henry, and William Henry Odgor, Dyer's buildings, Holborn, 
‘dware Factors, Pet May 31. Pepys. June 18 ati 





chester 
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Field, Francis John, Wick road, South Hackney, Cheesemonger, June 
“20 at 3 at ollices of Widd+combs, Metropolitan chambers, Broad st 
Follis, Edwin, Talbot st, Soho, Birmingham, Beer Retatler, June 20 
at 12 at offices of Hawkes and Weekes, Temple st, Birmingham 
Forlee, Thomas, Ayo: St Peter’s, Hertford, Farmer. June 18 at 3 at 
the Wellington Inn, Welwyn, Times, Hitchin 

Frosdycke, John, Almack rd, Clapton, Insurance Clerk. June 21 at 3 
at ths Windmill Tavern, Nicholas lane, Cannon st " 

Gledhill, Hannah, Selby, York, Plumber. June 20 at 12 at offices of 
*Atkirson, Church hill, Selby 
Griffin, Joseph, Barwell, Cambridge, Coprolito Merchant, June 17 at 
2 at the White Hart Hotel, Newmarket. Gross, Bury St Edmunds 
Harris, George Robert, Garnvach, Monmouth, Grocer. June 2) at 12 
at cflices of Simons and Piews, Church st, Merthyr Tydfil 
Harris, John Nathaniel, Aston, Warwick, Commission Agent. June 
19 at 11 at Corporation chambers, Ann st, Birmingham. Rowlands 
Holden, George, Walsall, Licensed Victualler, June 14 at 10.15 at 
offices of East, Temple st, Birmingham 
Hollins, William, Longton, Stafford, Wheelwright. June 17 at Il at 
offices of Welch, Caroline st, Longton 

Hopley, William, Brownhills, Stafford, Builder. June 20 at 12 at 
offices of Ashmall, Market st, Lichfield 

Hudson, George, Hackney rd, Butcher. June 16 at 11 at the Crown 
Hotel, Grove rd, Victoria park. Hicks, Grove rd 
Hughes, Louis Le Mere, Bradford, York, Carver. June 16 at 11 at 
offices of Cox, Bridge st, Bradford 
Jacobs, Joshua, King’s rd, Chelsea, Zine Merchant. June 24at2 at 
offices of Collins, Furnival’s inn 

Jameson, Ralph, Thornley, Durham, Draper. June 20 at 11 at offices 
of Chambers, Sadler st, Durham 

Jones, Hugh, and Hugh Evans, Fourcrosses, Festiniog, Merioneth, 

Coal Merchants. Jane 19 at 12 at the Commercial Hotel, Portmadoc. 

Breese and Co, Portmadoc 
Kempster, Jack, Willow Vale, Shepherd’s Bush, Dairymar. June 13 

at 4 at offices of Staniland, Cuarterhouse square ; 

Kent, David, Kinson, Dorset, Builder. June 18 at 11 at offices of 

Barrett, Hill st, Poole 
Keynes, William John, Fordington, Dorchester, Baker. June 21 at 3 

at offices of Burnett, South st, Dorchester 
Langham, Daniel Edwards, Sawbridgeworth, Hertford, Solicitor. Jane 

17 at 2 at offices of Slater and Co, Guildhall chambers, Basinghali st, 

London. Foster, Hertford 
Miller, Catherine, and Henry Robert Miller, Hythe, Kent, Grocers. 

June 20 at 2 at Arthur st East, London, Carter and Bell, Eastcheap 
Miller, Samuel, Kenilworth rd, Old Ford, out of business. June M4 at 

11 at offices of Hicks, Victoria Park rd, South Hackney 
Moore, Albert Croydon, Barnstaple, Devon, Innkeeger. June 18 at Il 

at otiices of Bromham, High st, Barnstaple 
Mountford, George, Birmingham, Licensed Victualler, June 27 at 3 at 

offices cf Rowlands and Bagnall, Colemore row, Birmingham 
Murthwaite, Thoms, Manchester, S'ater. June 20 at 3 at offices of 

Rowley and Co, Ciarence buildings, Booth st, Manchester 
Newman, Alfred, Winchcomb, Gl ter, out of busi June 13 at 
11 at tne County Court Office, Winchcombe. Smith, Corn Exchange, 
- eo 

‘ackwood, Thomas, Tibberton. Worcester, Farmer. June 19 at 11 

offices of Tree and Son, High st, Worcester = 
Phillips, Tom Benjamin, Sturminster Newton, Dorset, Plumb2r. June 

18 at 12 at offices of Bell and Freame, Gillingham 
Rainfcrd, Wiliiam, Higher Broughton, Lancaster, Foreman Joiner. 

June 16 at 12 at offices of Blakeway, Deansgate, Manchester 
Read, Thomas, Old st, Engineer. June 26 at 2 at offices of Saffery, 

Old Jewry chambers, Old Jewry. Barber, Old Je 
Ruck, John, Tirley, Gloucester, Farmer. June 26 at 11 at offices of 

Moores and Romney, Tewkesbury 
Roffe, William John, Stambourne, Essex, Farmer. June 26 at1l at 

the Rell Inn, Castle Hedingham. Holmes 
Sandford, Frederick Vavasour, Corwen, Merioneth, Gentleman. June 

23 at 11 at the Queen Hotel, Chester, Fowler, Liverpool 
Seddon, Henry, Adlington, Lancaster, Confectioner. June 18 at3 at 

offices of Mawdsley, Wood st, Bo!ton 
Shapco't, Charles, New Swindon, Wilts, Grocer. June 16 at 2 at the 

Queen’s Royal Hotel, Great Western Railway Station, Swindon, in 

lieu of the place originally named 
Slater, Edwin, Manchester, Bookseller. June 23 at 3 at the Inns of 

Court, Hotel, High Holborn, Lonion. Walker, Manchester 
Smith, George Cu hbert, Middlesborongh, Provision Dealer. June 16 

at 11 at offices of Sill, Zetland rd, Middlesborough. 

Snith, Robert, Birmingham, Cork Dealer. June 19 at 12 at offices of 

Hawkes and Weekes, Temple st, Birmingham 
Stafford, William Henry, Hyde, Che-ter, Grocer. June19 at3 at the 

New Clarence Hotel, Piccadilly, Manchester. Brooke, Hyde ° 
Stansfield, William, Miles Platting, Manchester, Collector. Jane 24 at 

3 at offices of Heath and Sons, Swan st, Manchester 
Stokes, Thomas, Hockley, Birmingham, Grocer. 

Offices of East, Temple st, sees rape OR RE at 
Strachan, James Keith, New Cross rd, New Cross, Clerk. June 16 at 
- 1 = oo of Moss, Gracechurch st 

aylor, William, Huddersfield, Woollen Mannfacturer. June 2 

at offices of Learoyd and Co, Buxton rd, Huddersfield eee 
Tetley, William, amd Joshua Tetley, Leeds, Ironfoundsrs. June 19 at 

2 at otBces of Hewson, East parade, Leeds 
Thomas, John, Wrexham, Denbigh, Inskeeper. June 21 at 11 atoffices 

Sherratt, of Regent s*, Wrexham 
Thompson, William Johnston, Gateshead, Durham, Grocer. June 19 

at 11 at 32 Grainger st West, Newcastle-on-Tyne. Brown, Jun 
I tag tg yo ¢ ‘ 

orne, William, Aylesbury, Backs, out of business, Jane 23 at 3at 

: Sees Calan Railway Hotel, Praed st, Paddington. Rawson, Great 

Trio 
Walkey, Joshua, Kilhampton, Cornwall, Draper. Jane 20 

the Gu'idhall; Tavistock. ’ Thorne, Barnstaple see gsi 
‘Wearn, William Thomas, Ryde, Isle of Wight. Jane 16 at 4 at offices 
wis ws bag snes st, a 

‘ea! alter Freemont, Cheltenham, Tailor, Jane 19 at 12 at offices 

of Uhesshyre, Regent st, Cheltenham m 
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Whittmgham, John, Whitehaven, Camberland, Contractor. Jane » 
at 11 at offices of Brown, Scotch st, Whitehaven 

Wilkinson, William, Belgrave, Leicester, Franch Polisher, Juney 
at 3 at offices of Buckley, Pocklington’s walk, Leicester 

Williams, David, Pembary, Carmathen, Grocer. June 17 at 10.15 a 
offices of Griffiths, St Mary st, Carmarthen 

Wilson, George, Abbott's Bromley, Stafford, Butcher. June 17 at 34 
Bagot’s Arms Inn, Abbots Bromley. Flint, Uttoxeter 


SCHWEITZER’S COCOATINA 


Anti-Dyspeptic Cocoa or Chocolate Powder. 


Guaranteed Pure Soluble Cocoa of the Finest Quality, with ty 
excess of fat extracted. a2 

The Faculty pronounce it ‘the most nutritious, perfectly digestibls 
beverage for Breakfast, Luncheon, or Supper, and invaluable fy 
Invalids aad Children.” 2 

Highly commended by the entire Medical Press, 

Being without sugar, spice, or other admixture, it suits all pa 
keeps better in all climates, and is four times the strength of cocoa 
THICKENED yet WEAKENED With starch, &c., and IN REALITY chery 
than such Mixtures. 

Made instantaneously with boiling water, a teaspoonful to a Break 

ast Cup, costing less than a halfpenny. 

CocoaTINA A LA VANILLE is the moat delicate, digestible, cheapeg 
Vaniila Chocolate, and may be taken when richer chocolate ig pry 
nibited. 

In tin packets at 1s, 6d., 3s., &c., by Chemists and Grocers, 
Charities on Special Terms by the Sole Proprietors, 
H. SCHWEITZER & CO., 10, Adam-street, London, W.C. 


PAINLESS DENTISTRY. 
MR. G. H. JONES, 
SURGEON DENTIST, 
57, GREAT RUSSELL-STREET, BLOOMSBURY 
(Immediately opposite the British Museum), 
Will be glad to forward his new Pamphlet gratis and post-free, which: 
explains the only perfectly painless systema of adapting ARTIFICIAL 
TEETH (protected by Her Majesty’s Royal Letters Patent), which 
have obtained five Prize Medals, London 1862, Pari: 
1867, Philadelphia 1876, Vienna 1873, and New York 
1853.—Consultation daily free. 


EDE AND 50N 
ROBE MAKERS 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT, 
To Her Majesty, the Lord Chancellor, the Whole of the J udicial Bend 
Corporation of London, &c. 
SOLICITORS’ AND REGISTRARS’ GOWNS. 
BARRISTERS’ AND QUEEN'S COUNSEL’S DITTO, 
CORPORATION ROBES UNIVERSITY & CLERGY GOWNS, & 
ESTABLISHED 1689. 


94, CHANCERY LANE. LONDON. 


EVISON & BRIDGE, 

22, CHANCERY-LANE, LONDON, 
Law Stationers, 
Printers, and Publishers of Law 
Forms, 


Have all the new Forms required by the Judicature Acts. 
ALSO A GREAT VARIETY OF 
BANKRUPTCY, | PROBATE, and 
CONVEYANCING, GENERAL FORMS. 
Where 100 copies of any form ordered, the solicitor’s name, addres, 
&c., inserted without extra charge, 9 
Statements, Affidavits, &c., printed in correct style with expedition 
and accuracy. 





























F. SOENNECKEN’S 


USEFUL FOR EVERYBODY. 
BOOK OF INSTRUCTION AND PENS. 


@ MAY BE LEARNED IN 8 TO 10 HOURS. 


Loxpnon : JOHN HOGG, 15a, Parernoster-now, E.C., 
AND ALL BOOKSELLERS AND STATIONERS, 


AW.—Wanted, a Chancery and Conveyancing 
Clerkship, or a General Managing Clerkship in a smal] Estab- 
lished Office. Advertiser is a Law Societv’s Prizeman and admitted.— 
se es Messrs. Moulton & Son, Law Stationers, 37, Chancery- 
lane, W.C. 





— 











AW OOPYING CLERK Required in a Solicitor’s 
Office. State age, references, and salary.—Apply, C. 9., Messr#, 
Waterlow, Birchin-lane, E.C. ’ 














